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ABSTRACT 
 
 This qualitative study examined teacher perceptions of the Common Core State 
Standards; the case study occurred within a small elementary school in Western Wisconsin.  
Eight educators, including six classroom teachers and two administrators, one principal and one 
reading specialist/literacy coach, participated in this study.  Two major themes in perceptions of 
need and impact emerged from the interview data, with several subthemes within need and 
impact including:  needs for staff development/training, support, time and better understanding 
as well as impacts on students’ social-emotional well-being, district funding, student learning, 
teacher identities and well-being, instruction/pedagogy/reading, assessment, and student 
diversity.  Conclusions and recommendations were drawn including more time and staff 
development opportunities within a Professional Learning Community framework and 
empowerment of teacher leaders, self-reflection, and dialogue within a critical pedagogy lense. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Key words:  Common Core State Standards, staff development/training, time, impacts, needs, 
student and teacher well-being, learning, and pedagogy. 
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CHAPTER ONE:  INTRODUCTION 
 
 In present-day classrooms across the United States, the Common Core State Standards or 
CCSS are being implemented nationwide.  According to the Common Core State Standards 
Initiative website (2014), by the beginning of the 2014-2015 school year, 43 of 50 states 
(excluding Alaska, Indiana, Minnesota, Nebraska, Oklahoma, Texas, and Virginia) will adopt 
and fully implement the Standards across core curricular areas with emphasis on Math and 
English-Language Arts (ELA).  (Minnesota will only adopt the English-Language Arts 
standards.)  The number of States which voluntarily adopted the CCSS has changed three times 
since I started my dissertation research over one year ago; the question of fluctuating 
numbers/states leads me to further questions and understanding of why are they choosing not to 
adopt and who can choose to opt out of the CCSS. 
 The questions I explored through my dissertation research included how the Common 
Core State Standards influence teacher perceptions and do these perceptions impact reading 
instruction in the elementary classroom?  Do teachers feel they have a voice in decisions made 
about what is taught?  What are teacher perceptions of the CCSS?  How do the Standards impact 
teacher identity and professionalism?  What might students and teacher gain from the Common 
Core?  What are concerns and strengths of the CCSS?  Through my qualitative case study, I 
discuss teacher perceptions about the CCSS and how instructional practices, students, and they 
personally are impacted by this legislative educational reform.   
Reflexive Statement 
“The book to read is not the one that thinks for you, but the one which makes you think.” 
Harper Lee 
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 As a child, I recall meaningful relationships with texts.  I have fond memories of books I 
received for gifts, my favorite picture book, Green Eggs and Ham by Dr. Seuss and chapter 
book, The Boxcar Children by Gertrude Chandler Warner.  I remember discovering poetry and 
reading as many poetry books I could get my hands on!  One of my favorite activities was to 
“play school” with my neighborhood friends and at nighttime I read books before I went to sleep.  
I can always remember having a fondness and love of reading; books allowed me to think, 
explore, and grow.  I wanted to share my passion and help develop this thirst of reading with kids 
when I decided to become a teacher. 
 As a former elementary classroom teacher, reading teacher, and reading specialist, I 
continued my avid love of literacy.  In working with students of varied ability levels in reading, 
there is nothing like seeing a student who struggles with reading unlock the code and read with 
ease and understanding; there is no comparison to seeing a student who excels in reading choose 
to spend time with a book and read for indoor recess, instead of playing a game.   
 Teaching in public schools for thirteen years, I never recollected national standards and 
preferred methods of reading instruction imposed on my teaching and professional decision 
making.  I remember creating a scope and sequence of reading curriculum, creating objectives 
(based on state standards), and assessments to ensure student learning.  There was a sense of 
choice and freedom in the decisions I made and knowing what was best for my students in 
reading instruction.  In reflection, most of my students became successful readers and some were 
even avid readers like me as a child; this growth and literacy development occurred without 
“rigorous” national standards.  I hope reading is more than a score on an assessment, meeting of 
a specific standard, or regurgitation of facts; furthermore, I hope development and love of 
reading is not stifled with the Standards implementation.   
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Statement of the Problem 
In the past two decades, several legislative initiatives to reform American education have 
spun in and out classrooms and school districts across the United States.  From Presidents Bill 
Clinton’s “Goals 2000: Educate America Act,” to George Bush’s “No Child Left Behind,” and 
Barack Obama’s “Race to the Top,” all these initiatives were recommended to improve the state 
of American education for the 21
st
 century demands  and to be globally competitive (Hanushek, 
Peterson, & Woessmann, 2012, Klein, Rice, & Levy, 2012).   
To develop and promote post-secondary and career-readiness skills for all American 
students as well as meet international academic benchmarks, the Common Core State Standards 
(CCSS) were introduced by the National Governors Association (NGA) and the Council of Chief 
State School Officers (CCSSO) as yet another “magic bullet” in educational reform initiatives.  
Beginning in Kindergarten, the CCSS are recommended to inculcate “necessary” knowledge and 
skill application for college or career paths our students may choose after high school graduation.  
The “robust” standards also target academic achievement for our students to excel within the 
global market; “with American students fully prepared for the future, our communities will be 
best positioned to compete successfully in the global economy” (NGA & CCSSO, 2012). 
Recent research has added fuel to the educational fire and relit the flame of educational 
reform in the United States.  In July 2012, Harvard University’s Program on Education Policy 
and Governance (PEPG) and Education Next released their findings on an international study 
measuring U.S. student achievement in math, science, and reading.  Assessments of math, 
science, and reading, administered between 1995-2009, were evaluated; identified assessments 
were from students in 4
th
 and 8
th
 grades, from the United States and 48 other countries.  The 
Program on Education Policy and Governance evaluated four standardized international 
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assessments including: the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), Programme 
for International Student Assessment (PISA), Trends in International Mathematics and Science 
Study (TIMSS), and Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS) (Hanushek, 
Peterson, & Woessmann, 2012, p. 3).  In the 2012 Harvard report, the PEPG found overall 
growth rate of academic achievement minimal for U.S students.  In the areas of math, science, 
and reading achievement, the United States scored right in the middle, with 24 countries 
performing above and 24 below.   
An additional study by the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) Independent Task Force 
Report (Klein, Rice, & Levy, 2012) further summarized the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development (OECD) PISA measures for U.S. student academic achievement.  
The OECD stated,  
according to the results of the 2009 Program for International Student Assessment 
(PISA), an international assessment that measures the performance of fifteen-year-olds in 
reading, mathematics, and science every three years, U.S. students rank fourteenth in 
reading, twenty-fifth in math, and seventeenth in science among students in industrial 
countries.  (p. 23) 
 Sixty-five countries were included in the 2009 PISA data and results.  With the 
abundance of student assessment and continuous educational reform, the U.S. strives to be the 
top performing academic country within the global community.  The results from Harvard’s 
2012 PEPG and Council on Foreign Relations’ 2009 PISA studies indicated well-below average 
performance overall.   
 In addition to striving to be top global competitors academically, non-profit 
organizations, like Center for American Progress and Achieve, Inc., and educational 
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stakeholders, including bi-partisan state representatives, legislators, chief state officers, and 
governors, are concerned with the state of education in the United States; there is shared fear our 
students are not career or post-secondary education ready, thus not competing within 
international economy.  In reflection upon marginal growth in student achievement and 
international rankings among the curricular areas of math, science, and reading, the most current 
educational reform idea is the Common Core State Standards (CCSS).   
The Council on Foreign Relations (Klein, Rice, & Levy, 2012) stated, “Recently, state 
governors wisely recognized that U.S. high school graduates were unprepared for the academic 
demands of college, and educators needed to prepare today’s students to compete against people 
across the United States and around the globe” (p. 36).  In light of educational reforms and 
mandates, individual state standards emerged from the early 1990s; by 2000, all states had 
established standards for grades 3-8 and high school (NGA & CCSSO, 2015).  In order for more 
standardization and continuity for academic standards across the United States, members of the 
Council Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) first approached this issue and possible creation 
of national standards at the CCSSO conference in 2007; this group later invited the National 
Governor’s Association (NGA) in 2008 for further collaboration on this idea (NGA & CCSSO, 
2015).   
 With support from the Bill and Melinda Gates’ Foundation in spring 2009, members from 
the CCSSO and NGA began drafting the Common Core State Standards, with the underlying 
premise of the standards to promote college and career readiness as well as skills applicable for 
global competition and the 21
st
 century workforce.  The team from CCSSO and NGA first began 
by establishing college and career readiness skills and then started creating K-12 academic 
standards for English/Language Arts and Math (NGA & CCSSO, 2015).   
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 According to the Common Core State Standards Initiative website (2015), “K-12 
Standards Development Teams” were formed in summer 2009 as “feedback groups” and “work 
groups” to provide input to the CCSSO and NGA drafts.  Each group was tasked with addressing 
either English/Language Arts or Math standards.   The feedback groups and work groups were 
comprised of approximately 100 educational stakeholders, ranging from current and retired 
college/university professors, K-12 public school administrators, literacy and math coordinators, 
literacy and math researchers, a few book authors, a librarian, a reading specialist, and less than 
ten classroom teachers (NGA & CCSSO, 2015).   After the feedback and workgroups 
recommendations, the NGA provided a draft of the college and career standards available for 
public input; approximately 1000 individuals commented on the standards and numerous other 
educational associations made their opinions noted.  Shortly after, a validation committee was 
created by the NGA and CCSSO, comprised of many individuals who were part of the 
previously established feedback and work groups; their charge was to consider the feedback 
from educational constituents, provide more clarity on the standards, and examine grounding of 
evidence and research-base, and compare to other leading nations’ educational standards.   
 In winter 2010, the NGA and CCSSO allowed public feedback on the draft of the K-12 
Standards.  According the Reactions to the March 2010 draft Common Core State Standards: 
Highlights and themes from the core public feedback (2015) approximately 10,000 individuals 
provided comments/feedback on the draft; each state had representation in the data collection 
and the individual participant (instead of group representation) percentages were comprised as 
follows: 
 K-12 teachers (48%);  
 parents (20%);   
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 school administrators (6%); 
 post-secondary faculty members or researchers (5%);  
  students (2%); and  
 other (2%) (which identified as librarians, early childhood educator, and grandparents )  
(NGA & CCSSO, p. 1-2). 
The 2010 summary cited positive public feedback on the draft of the CCSS which included, high 
marks for the ELA and Math Standards, addressed a need for common standards nationwide, as 
well as rigor and readiness for all students; concerns from the public included the documents’ 
language difficult to follow, an interest in seeing examples for each standard to ensure they 
understand expectations; and more overall details (p. 2-3).  One response from the report also 
mentioned the lack of multicultural education.   
 In June 2011, the final draft of the Common Core State Standards was released by the 
NGA and CCSSO; during 2011-2012, states underwent their own processes for voluntary 
adoption of the Standards.  According to the Common Core State Standards website (2015), 
“State boards of education members, governors, legislators, and/or chief state school officers 
took action to replace their existing standards with the Common Core State Standards.”  In 2009, 
49 states anticipated participation in the CCSS; 2013, 45 states considered voluntary adoption, 
while in 2014, 43 states decided they would implement the CCSS (NGA & CCSSO 2015).   
One final thought, because states have been in control of determining what is best for their 
students’ educational needs, there is no “penalty” for opting out of the CCSS; federal funding for 
education in states should not be affected if the Common Core is not adopted.   
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 As cited on the Common Core State Standards Initiative website (2015), “The Preamble 
of the Common Core State Standards,” identifies specific guidelines on which the Standards are 
based; they include the following: 
1. Fewer, clearer, and higher, to best drive effective policy and practice. 
2. Aligned with college and work expectations, so that all students are prepared for success 
upon graduating from high school. 
3. Inclusive of rigorous content and applications of knowledge through higher-order skills, 
so that all students are prepared for the 21
st
 century. 
4. Internationally benchmarked, so that all students are prepared for succeeding in our 
global economy and society. 
5. Research and evidence-based. 
 According to the CCSS Initiative website (2015), “The College and Career Readiness 
Anchor Standards form the backbone of the ELA/literacy standards by articulating core 
knowledge and skills, while grade-specific standards provide additional specificity;” anchor 
standards of reading include the following: 
 Standards 1-3: Key ideas and details 
 Standards 4-6: Craft and structure 
 Standards 7-9: Integration of knowledge and ideas 
Within the anchor standards, Kindergarten (K) through 12
th
 grade have grade-level-
specific core standards includes reading, writing, speaking and listening, and language.  Core 
knowledge and skills within the anchor standards include literature and informational text 
standards, which apply to K-12
th
 grade, while foundational reading skills, K-5
th
 grade only.  
History, Social Studies, Science, and Technical Areas are empathized in all literacy skills 6
th
-12
th
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grades.  The K-12 English-Language Arts standards encompass literacy experiences with literary 
and expository texts, a variety of genres, and challenge students to critically think and reflect 
upon texts.  Reading skills and strategies, including close reading, are considered age-
appropriate, but have raised the bar to be more rigorous than existing state standards; with higher 
Lexile levels, text complexity is also more difficult for students K-12.  Focus on using content 
area texts, from science and social studies are emphasized, as well as students having to provide 
evidence of their thinking.   
Within the Common Core ELA Standards for Kindergarten through Fifth grade students, 
newly identified core knowledge areas of reading which include the following: reading-
literature/RL, reading-informational text/RI, and reading-foundational skills/RF (Appendix G).  
Each of the three core areas of reading has recommended grade-level benchmarks and standards, 
in which school districts and teachers decide how and what to teach and assess students.   
In being the latest educational reform movement within U.S. schools today, the Common 
Core State Standards may (or may not) be the “educational equalizer” that some would hope.  As 
endorsed by governors of 43 states and a myriad of legislators in the United States, the global 
playing field may (or may not) be leveled with the new “rigorous” Standards.  With full adoption 
of the new Standards approaching, what are school district and educator perceptions of the CCSS 
and how will the Standards impact classroom instruction?  How does CCSS educational reform 
impact U.S. schools and provide accessibility and opportunities for achievement and learning for 
ALL students, locally and globally?   
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Significance of the Problem 
As American educators are “unpacking” and beginning to implement the Common Core 
State Standards, feelings of anxiety, anticipation, frustration, excitement, and uncertainty seem to 
be commonplace among schools (Allyn, 2013; Cheng, 2012; Dunkle, 2012; Manley & Hawkins, 
2013; Rulison, 2012) .  The pressure of meeting and implementing the CCSS and its initiatives 
are impacting the way K-12 educators think, talk, and teach (Beers & Probst, 2013; Brown & 
Kappes, 2012; Kendall, 2011; McLaughlin & Overturf, 2013; IRA CCSS Committee, 2012; 
Reutzel, 2013; Shanahan, 2012/2013).  The new standards are affecting pedagogy by changing 
instructional methodologies and classroom decision-making; U.S. legislators, school 
administration, and textbook companies are acting as “public enforcers” who sway teachers into 
believing the CCSS provide evidence-based instructional recommendations to insure 
postsecondary success and higher-level thinking (Gibboney, 2008).   
Need for Study 
 With the 2010 initiation of the Common Core State Standards, studies of teacher 
perception and impacts on reading instruction are emerging.  Because of the growing body of 
research on the CCSS and teacher perception, the significance of the problem can be examined 
more closely.  I believe teacher perceptions of the Common Core State Standards need to be 
explored because their voices are being left out with these mandated standards.   
 Few studies have been conducted in the areas of teacher perception, Common Core State 
Standards, and reading instruction, thus creating space for further research.  For my research, I 
define “perception” as thoughts about the Standards that affect educators which include 
individual or collective beliefs and or pedagogical methods in the classroom.  I also examine 
educator beliefs about the Standards in the following areas:  meeting diverse student needs (i.e. 
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academically, socially, culturally, and emotionally); serving underrepresented populations; and 
providing rich and diverse literacy learning opportunities for all students.   
Research Questions 
 With rigorous preparation and recommended materials outlined within the CCSS 
framework, I wonder about teachers’ personal beliefs about the Standards and their potential 
impact of implementation with students in their classroom; will the CCSS change teachers’ 
pedagogies and how they facilitate learning with their students?  I believe the significance in 
exploring teacher perceptions of the CCSS and reading instruction will allow educational 
stakeholders an opportunity for reflection and discussion in doing what is best for student growth 
and achievement.  What would educators include for core reading standards if they were able to 
choose?  What might be omitted from the existing core standards?  By examining beliefs, 
misconceptions, and questions held by educators, the core of literacy Standards can be further 
examined.  I hope to develop a deeper understanding of CCSS implementation by exploring the 
following question: how do the Common Core State Standards influence teacher perception and 
do these perceptions impact reading instruction in the elementary classroom?   
Overview of the Chapters 
 In Chapter One, I provide background on teacher perceptions of the CCSS and 
significance of the problem; I also determine a need to explore teacher perceptions in my study.  
In Chapter Two, I review literature about perceptions of the Standards including a historical 
perspective on educational reforms and other educational stakeholder’ thoughts on 
implementation of the CCSS.  In Chapter Three, I overview my study’s methodology, data 
collection, and analysis methods.  In Chapter Four, within theoretical frameworks, I focus and 
analyze my case study data of teacher perceptions and highlight administrator perceptions of the 
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CCSS.  In Chapter Five, I summarize key findings from the data in Chapter Four; I provide 
recommendations for administrators implementing the CCSS well as suggestions for future 
study. 
Summary 
 The purpose of this study is to examine teacher perspectives of the Common Core State 
Standards and to see if those perceptions impact instructional decisions in the classroom, 
particularly in the area of reading.  As demonstrated through the significance and statement of 
the problem, further research is needed in the area teacher perception and the CCSS.  Several 
questions guide my thinking and are foundational for my study’s exploration.  The next chapter, 
Chapter Two, summarizes my initial literature search and overviews topical and theoretical 
literature relevant to this study. 
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CHAPTER TWO:  REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
My initial research on teacher perceptions of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) 
and how these perceptions may (or may not) impact reading instruction in schools was limited.  I 
was able to locate many resources supporting and denying the Common Core State Standards as 
well as articles on teacher perceptions of specific content areas and teaching methods.  I had 
difficulty finding where both teacher perception of CCSS and reading instruction intersected; this 
was a disadvantage in locating studies which address my particular focus areas, but an advantage 
for opportunities which lay ahead for my research and findings.   
Methods  
 I began my research by accessing both the University of St. Thomas and University of 
Wisconsin-Stout’s libraries and library databases.  For my initial start on research, I used 
“common core” for my keyword search; with an abundance of resources, I narrowed my 
keyword search to include, “common core,” AND “reading,” AND “elementary.”   
I used the ERIC database and EBSCOhost as my search engines.  In my first Boolean 
search, I used the keywords, “common core” AND “perception.”  In additional, more defined 
Boolean searches, I used “common core” AND “reading,” and checked scholarly articles, peer-
reviewed, years 2001-2013 boxes; “common core” AND “reading” AND “elementary school 
teachers”, and checked scholarly articles, years 2001-2013 boxes.  Because of the emerging 
literature of the CCSS, I expanded my key search terms to provide a historical base of school 
reform; I included “common school movement,” “educational reform in the United States,” and 
“reading instruction AND K-12” into my Boolean search.  The Common Core State Standards 
were introduced as a national educational initiative in 2010; with early stages of implementation 
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and varied nationwide adoption of the Standards, there is developing research in my area of 
focus, reading.   
After multiple researching opportunities, I found one master’s thesis and one doctoral 
dissertation which specifically addressed teacher perceptions of the Common Core State 
Standards.  I found one content area study which identified specific needs in math standards of 
the Common Core.  I was able to locate several “think-tank” based/pro-privatizing organizations 
and non-profits which focused on educational advocacy and reform, including Achieve Inc., 
Aspen Institute, Center for American Progress, and Education Week.  I did also locate a few 
surveys from the Center on Educational Policy, from Washington, D.C.   
For the body of my literature review, there were minimal numbers of peer reviewed 
articles as the Common Core State Standards’ adoption and implementation are in their infancy. 
As I began my initial literature review of CCSS, teacher perception, and reading instruction, 
studies indicated teacher needs of the Standards including: a more comprehensive understanding 
and knowledge base, time for implementation and collaboration, guidance with challenges, and 
easy of anxiety with  the new initiatives.   
I summarized existing research of perceptions of the Common Core State Standard’s 
findings into the following thematic areas:  teacher perception, school district perception, and 
deputy superintendent perception.  Within each of the thematic areas, tensions lie exist about 
how to approach and address perceptions of the CCSS including teacher reform, pedagogy, 
assessment and curriculum, and leadership. 
Topical Literature 
 In the previous section, I summarize the research methods used in gathering resources for 
my literature review.  I found many resources which supported or rejected the CCSS, but very 
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few studies on teacher perceptions.  In the following section, I review the topical literature of 
perceptions of the Standards, including teachers, school district, and deputy superintendents as 
well as address emerging themes of teacher reform, pedagogy, assessment and curriculum, and 
leadership. 
Teacher perceptions of the Common Core State Standards 
 After review of existing studies on the Standards, one theme which emerged was that of 
teacher perception.  Positive and negative feelings on the CCSS, struggles with teacher self-
efficacy and Standards implementation in core subjects of math and reading were identified.  
Additional research of teacher perceptions identified perceived impacts on teacher pedagogy and 
a need for better, overall understanding of the Standards during implementation.   
 Mixed feelings of the CCSS 
Cheng (2012) conducted a study of teachers in California regarding their perception of 
the Common Core State Standards.  For his study, Cheng (2012) analyzed surveys and 
interviews from teachers, in elementary through high schools.  Cheng (2012) found teachers held 
both positive and negative feelings about the CCSS.  Teachers in Cheng’s (2012) study 
positively expressed the following on the CCSS: [the Standards] thoroughly cover curricular 
materials; [the Standards] are slower paced, in comparison to existing curriculum within this 
study’s school district, [the Standards] promote higher level thinking; fewer Standards exist 
within the CCSS allowing emphasis of quality over quantity in student work; and CCSS could 
‘shake up’ teachers to become better educators (p. 60-70).  In reflection upon Cheng’s (2012) 
findings, I wonder what the educators meant by the “CCSS ‘shaking up’ teachers to become 
better educators?”  Do the educators in this study feel their colleagues are not meeting and 
exceeding current curricular standards or they are complacent in teaching?  Do they feel like the 
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Standards are a way to unite teachers nationwide?  Perhaps their school district has not met 
benchmarks on standardized assessments and the CCSS are a way to promote educational 
change?  More background information on this school district may have gleaned further 
understanding of teacher perspective from this study.   
Negative perceptions held by teachers in Cheng’s (2012) study included the following:  
high performance expectations from the Standards are well intentioned, but may not be realistic; 
top-down educational initiatives, which are prompted by policy makers and legislators, are too 
far removed from the everyday classroom; low teacher morale and loss of control with Standard 
implementation; perceptions of the CCSS is another passing ‘fad’ which educators will ‘wait 
out’ till the next education initiative comes along; and an urgent need for time, preparation, and 
resources for CCSS implementation (p. 63-77).  As a former teacher, I felt there were many 
school policies and day-to-day classroom expectations (i.e. routines, assessments, reporting to 
parents, report cards, curriculum, etc.) that were asked of me from my principal.  My principal 
stated these expectations were coming from the school district, which were coming from the 
state department of public instruction, which began at the national level.  All these “levels” of 
people, who were not presently (or recently) teaching in classrooms, influenced what happened 
in my classroom, with my students; I can see where the teachers in Cheng’s study felt loss of 
control with top-down initiatives.   What about decisions made at higher levels that affect 
students of diverse needs and backgrounds?  How does the Common Core meet diverse learner 
needs? 
In one interview from Cheng’s (2012) study, a teacher expressed his or her feelings about 
having a common set of standards and it being one-size-fits-all; this educator also noted how 
CCSS may not take into consideration our English Language Learners, special needs students, 
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and students of varying socio-economic and diverse backgrounds.  “We have so many 
discrepancies and so many disparities that I’m a little concerned that they [the CCSS] are going 
to be kind of an extra-large t-shirt. What about the kid that weighs 30 lbs?” (Cheng, 2012, p. 62). 
Cheng (2012) acknowledged teachers’ mixed feelings on perceptions of the Common 
Core State Standards, but overall indicated most agreed CCSS is a positive step in education 
reform, but a negative step of the status quo in teaching with emphasis on mandated standards 
rather than professional decision-making in the classroom.  In addition to the emerging literature, 
it also is not common for authors to explicitly identify the theoretical frameworks they utilized to 
shape their research.  Cheng’s (2012) research of teacher perceptions revealed assumptions, 
mixed feelings, both positive and negative, and possible correlations of low teacher morale in 
light of the CCSS; Cheng (2012) did not specifically identify a particular theoretical framework 
or theory to shape his study.   
 Teacher self-efficacy and the CCSS 
Rulison (2012) did a study of teacher perception of curricular changes after 
implementation of the Common Core State Standards.  Rulison’s (2012) study was conducted in 
a school district in the southwestern United States.  Rulison’s (2012) qualitative measures 
included a survey of questions regarding self-efficacy in the classroom and teacher perception 
and knowledge of CCSS, instructional strategies, and individual teaching environments.   
Rulison’s (2012) results indicated teachers were very confident in their own abilities to 
challenge students, provide alternatives, adjust lessons, and use a variety of instructional 
strategies and assessments; but, teacher self-efficacy dropped significantly when focus groups 
were asked to plan and develop a CCSS task [planning a lesson based on a specific CCSS within 
math or ELA] (p. 88).  The significant drop in teacher self-efficacy may be attributed to teacher 
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unfamiliarity of and with using the actual standards.  With further analysis, Rulison (2012) also 
discovered 65% of teachers claimed minimal or no knowledge of CCSS, while 35% claimed 
moderate knowledge; 76% of teacher respondents were not confident in understanding of CCSS.  
Sixty percent of teachers believe that their understanding of the new standards will have an 
impact on the way they perceive their teaching abilities, but 23% did not have enough 
information (Rulison, 2012, p. 56). 
Rulison (2012) found anxiety shared by majority of teachers and administrators with their 
lack of knowledge to implement the CCSS.  Teachers in Rulison’s study (2012) viewed No Child 
Left Behind (NCLB) as ineffective, but the CCSS as a tool towards relevant education with 
integrated curriculum, as opposed to just teaching to a high stakes test.  Teachers in this study 
also expressed a need for professional development and teacher collaboration, but were adamant 
about training coming from teachers, not administrators; administrators were in agreement for 
less top-down direction (Rulison, 2012).  Rulison’s (2012) study of curricular changes from the 
Common Core State Standards identified teacher self-efficacy as a foundational characteristic 
which impacts implementation of top-down educational initiatives.  Rulison (2012) approached 
her qualitative research through the lenses of critical theory and postmodernism.   
 Teachers’ pedagogical needs 
A content specific area study done by Bostic and Matney (2013) surveyed teachers of 
math, grades Kindergarten through 9
th
 grades, in Ohio.  Of 469 anonymous surveys, 148 were 
completed.  The survey addressed teacher perceptions on mathematical concepts and pedagogical 
needs in light of the Common Core State Standards in mathematics (CCSSM).  Mathematical 
concepts examined in this study compared grade level specific content from K-9
th
 grades (i.e. 
basic numeracy through algebra) to the new Math CCSS benchmarks.   For the area of 
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pedagogical needs, Bostic and Matney (2013) concluded math teachers in Kindergarten through 
5
th
 grade need a better understanding of the CCSSM and indicated this as their highest areas of 
priority. 
Education Week, an online nonprofit newspaper for Kindergarten-12
th
 grade teachers, 
launched an online survey in October 2012 to 13,500 self-identified classroom teachers.  
Education Week partnered with the Editorial Projects in Education (EPE) Research Center; the 
purpose of the survey was to learn about teachers’ views for the Common Core State Standards.  
The EPE Research Center (2012) survey concluded the following of the Standards:  teachers 
need more planning time to prepare for lessons using the CCSS, better access to the curriculum 
and assessments, more collaboration time with colleagues, and a clearer understanding of the 
new expectations for students (p. 3).  One additional finding from the teacher survey revealed the 
CCSS will help improve classroom instruction and practice (p. 26).   
A public opinion survey of registered voters and public school teachers was conducted by 
Achieve, Inc. in 2012; the survey revealed the more knowledgeable educators were of the 
Common Core State Standards, the more accepted the standards.  According to Achieve, Inc. 
(2012),  
The more educators know about the CCSS, the more supportive they tend to be, both of 
the new standards and assessments, which is why the state’s implementation plan and 
communications plan for the CCSS and common assessments must be well aligned and 
integrated (p. 4). 
 
 Teacher reform and the Common Core 
Teachers have expressed their perceptions and needs in implementation of the Common 
Core State Standards.  Several researchers and “think-tank” organizations supporting the CCSS 
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suggest teacher reform as a strategy for successful implementation of the Standards.  Other 
researchers argue teacher reform and implementation of a common curriculum and standards 
may negatively impact student learning, promote monoculture literacy, minimize cultural and 
social diversities.  Reform this is section refers to changes within teachers themselves, socially, 
emotionally, and pedagogically. 
Dunkle (2012) argued that extraordinary teacher leaders who are innovative, reflective, 
and authentic will lead the charge and pave the way for Common Core State Standards within 
our schools.  Dunkle (2012) stated “a few of our colleagues” are confused, demoralized, and 
frustrated by the following:  public scrutiny of current practice, lack of resources (both curricular 
and human), demands to meet a myriad of student needs, lack of trust and support by the public, 
and consequences from poor test results (p. 5-7.)  Dunkle’s (2012) solution to our “demoralized 
comrades” is through being reenergized through the CCSS teacher “super stars.”  
 
1
We need passionate and bold teacher leaders to come forward, who live and work in the 
participating 46 states and Washington, D.C. where the CCSS have been adopted.  Their 
guidance and unrelenting commitment to offer high-yield yet realistic solutions to the 
current problems that plague our educational system will move CCSS from idea to action 
faster than any other factor in improvement planning.  In exchange for their bravery and 
initiative, they deserve everyone’s support and respect, because without these visible and 
concrete assurances, we will reach an implementation impasse very quickly. (p. 7) 
How do we understand educator perceptions of the Common Core State Standards if we 
are not asking more teachers?  How do we know teachers are feeling “demoralized” and the 
                                                          
1 At the time of Dunkle’s (2012) research, 46 states were identified to adopt the CCSS; more recently, as indicated 
from the National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief State School (2014) website, 
43states were identified to adopt the CCSS within their school districts.   
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CCSS reform will remedy their aliments?  Where are the public and educational policy makers’ 
ideas of reform and intervention?  There is a need to address teacher reform in light of CCSS 
teacher perceptions.   
As the classroom teacher is inundated with the rigor of the CCSS, Allyn (2013) reminded 
educators, “The Common Core State Standards are your allies!  Learn and embrace them, for 
they offer an amazing opportunity to re-energize our schools and to re-energize us!” (p. 162).  
Manley and Hawkins (2013) aligned with Allyn’s (2013) charge for the Common Core State 
Standards.  “American educators, are you willing to change?  Will you adopt the CCSS and 
formative assessments to guarantee mastery of higher-order thinking skills among all your 
students?...If not you, then who will?” (Manley & Hawkins, 2013, p. 241).  Common Core 
proponents urge teacher reformation and adaption to the Standards to re-energize the teaching 
profession and improve academic achievement in students.  As a final thought, it is important to 
note teachers were not included on Dunkle (2012), Allyn (2013), and Manley and Hawkins’ 
(2013) research. 
Alternatives to Teacher Reform 
In acknowledgment of the Standards adoption, Samuels and Farstrup (2011) cited Tatum 
who argued alternative views to teacher reform, CCSS encroachment, and impact on student 
learning, specifically literacy.  By using standardized curriculum and assessments, Tatum 
claimed learning and diversity, including ethnic, gender, linguistic, and religious are impacted by 
political arenas pushing a monoculture literacy agenda.  Educational reform movements impact 
teachers and students alike.  Samuels and Farstrup (2011) quoted Tatum, 
A move to establish Common Core State Standards places in the altruistic context that 
students will no longer be permitted to fail because we have reached the end of 
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industrialization and globalization in the new world order.  These barriers can lead to 
charged debate about honoring students’ diversity (ies) during literacy instruction. (p. 
414) 
Because of the politically charged focus on a monocultural agenda within the Common 
Core, Tatum argued the Standards will not encourage cultural diversities of students, which may 
impact their literacy learning.  As opposed to those who focus on teacher reform as a necessary 
component to implementation of the Common Core State Standards, Tatum shifted the focus of 
education back onto the student; he urged teachers to develop an awareness and critically reflect 
upon where, how, and why the Standards originated and the purpose in meeting student 
diversities.  Teacher perception of the Common Core is one pivotal area reviewed; a second key 
area of perception to explore is that of school districts.   
School district perceptions of the Common Core State Standards 
 In winter and spring of 2011, Kober, Rentner, and the Center of Education Policy (CEP) 
conducted a nationwide survey of school districts on their perceptions of the Common Core State 
Standards.  The representative population included school districts in 44 states and Washington 
D.C., all who had adopted the CCSS.  There were six key findings of the Kober, Rentner, and 
CEP (2011) analysis: 
1. 60% of school districts who have adopted CCSS viewed standards as more rigorous-math 
and English-Language Arts would improve (p.1). 
2. 66% of school districts began a comprehensive plan for adoption and timeline 
implementation for 2011-12 school year.  61% of school districts were developing and 
purchasing curriculum materials (p.1-2). 
3. 76% of school districts stated adequate funding of the CCSS was a major challenge (p.2). 
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4. 66% of school districts stated inadequate or unclear state guidance on CCSS with major 
challenges to create and or modify teacher evaluation systems, local student assessments, 
and teacher preparation programs (p. 2). 
5. School districts appeared to face relatively little resistance to implementing the CCSS 
from parents, community members, or educators (p. 1-2). 
6. District or school-level staff participated in various state, regional, or district activities in 
school year 2010-11 to become informed about the Common Core State Standards (p. 1-
2). 
 Because 43 of 50 States have adopted the Common Core State Standards, school districts 
have to decide how best to introduce and implement the Standards school-wide.  Timely and 
appropriate professional development is one strategy recommended for successful Standards 
implementation.   
Professional development of the CCSS 
 In Understanding the Common Core State Standards, Kendall (2011) argued the need for 
national intervention and guidance from the Standards stating, “in a globally competitive society, 
the teacher alone cannot be the final arbiter of what students should learn” (p. 28).  If the goal of 
the CCSS if to insure post-secondary readiness for all students, we need to examine how the 
Standards are introduced to educators, implemented in school districts, and taught to our 
students.  Kendall (2011) suggested teachers need support and guidance with the CCSS; teachers 
cannot successfully implement the Standards in isolation, but rather approach them collectively 
with educational stakeholders.  The International Reading Association (IRA) (2012) urged States 
and schools to provide appropriate and timely professional development for teachers on the 
CCSS.  “Changes this significant are not likely to occur successfully without equally significant 
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investments in the knowledge and skills of educators along with necessary material supports” 
(IRA, 2012, p. 4).  According to DuFour, et al. (2010), Professional Learning Communities are 
“…an ongoing process in which educators work collaboratively in recurring cycles of collective 
inquiry and action research to achieve better results for the students they serve” (p. 11).  PLC’s 
are much more than a book study; with a combination of teacher collaboration, professional 
learning, and data analysis, this can lead to increased student achievement (DuFour, DuFour, 
Eaker, & Many, 2010).  The four key questions that drive Professional Learning Communities 
(DuFour, DuFour, Eaker, & Many, 2010) included: 
1. What is it we want our students to learn? 
2. How will we know if each student has learned it? 
3. How will we respond when some students do not learn it? 
4. How can we extend and enrich the learning for students who have demonstrated 
proficiency? (p. 119). 
Du Four et al. (2010) recommended the following on establishing PLCs in a school:  begin with 
school leadership teams, who implement a shared leadership approach; as an entire staff, decide 
on school’s mission, vision, values, and goals; and develop meeting norms, school, grade level 
SMART goals; and common formative grade level assessments.  Educational initiatives can 
impact teaching methodologies, especially when curriculum or standards are presented without 
appropriate staff development and support from school districts.   
 Pedagogy and the CCSS 
 Another area which is impacted by school district perceptions is that of pedagogy.  If a 
standardized curriculum is delegating particular materials to use and content-specific strategies 
to employ, teaching pedagogy can be impacted.   
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 In focusing on reading instruction, the monumental question looming at the forefront of 
many educators’ minds is, “How should we teach the English Language Arts (ELA) standards of 
the Common Core?”  McLaughlin and Overturf (2013) argued first and foremost, teachers need 
to decide what the Standards mean.  McLaughlin and Overturf (2013) stated ELA pedagogy 
should include: an integrated model of literacy; focus upon research and technological skills; and 
flexibility in teacher planning of curriculum.  There were no recommendations on specific 
reading instruction strategies. Within the pedagogical framework of the CCSS, educators are 
asked to interpret what the Standards mean to them individually; instructional methods are 
directly impacted by teacher experience, background, education preparation, and perceptions.  
Without proper support and guidance of CCSS implementation, teachers (and students) may not 
have success with the ELA Standards.   
 One example of a CCSS reform in reading instruction is that of close reading.  Because 
there is a focus upon expository or non-fiction materials in reading instruction, close reading has 
been identified as an essential, “must have,” strategy for reading comprehension.  Dobler (2013) 
summarized close reading using the metaphor of an onion, where students “peel away layers,” 
reading and rereading of text, in a purposeful and meaningful way (p. 13).  Brown and Kappes 
(2012) of The Aspen Institute, Education and Society Program, identified close reading as 
critical thinking and processing which is emphasized in the Standards (p. 2).  In their book, 
Notice and Note: Strategies for Close Reading, Beers and Probst (2013) suggested strategies for 
implementing the Common Core’s recommended close reading strategies for Kindergarten-12th 
grade.  Close reading is one area of reading that can impact reading instruction in classrooms.  
Teachers are being urged to adopt the close reading strategy for successful implementation of the 
ELA Standards, but is it truly a sound reading practice? 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE CCSS   26 
 
 
 
 Rallying with reading professionals, Shanahan (2012/2013) challenged the CCSS 
recommendation of the close reading strategy by asking why teachers are less encouraged to use 
researched-based reading strategies (e.g. pre-reading strategies and use of background 
knowledge).  How were the discussions made to include close reading but no other evidence- and 
research-based reading strategies?  There is clearly a need for further exploration of teacher 
perceptions of the CCSS and the impact on reading instruction as well as guidance and 
professional development on the Standards.   
Deputy Superintendents’ Perception of the Common Core State Standards 
 School leadership as provided by the school superintendent is a third area of CCSS 
perceptions to explore.  In the year following the school district perception analysis, Kober, 
Rentner, and the Center on Education Policy (CEP) (2012) conducted a second survey on deputy 
superintendents’ perception of the Common Core State Standards.  The representative population 
included school districts in 45 states and Washington, D.C., all who had adopted the CCSS.  
There were seven key findings, some of which were similar to their earlier Kober, Rentner, and 
CEP’s survey conducted with school districts: 
1. CCSS are more rigorous and will improve student knowledge in English-language arts 
and math, but will require substantial changes in curriculum and instruction (p. 1). 
2. There is a need to provide and familiarize information of CCSS to state education staff 
and agencies as well as state leaders, teachers, high education personnel, parents, and 
community members (p. 1). 
3. Deputy superintendents stated schools are changing or aligning curriculum to CCSS for 
student mastery, implementing professional development for teachers to master the new 
CCSS, and some are changing teacher prep programs and evaluation systems (p. 1). 
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4. School districts are forging partnerships with higher education, but few are aligning 
college admission requirements or curriculum with CCSS (p. 1). 
5. Deputy superintendents expect full implementation of the CCSS by 2014-2015.  Six 
states fully implemented 2012-2013 and nine more in 2013-2014 (p. 1). 
6. There are major challenges in finding adequate resources as well as preparing teachers 
for CCSS (p. 1). 
7. There are perceived challenges to implementation of online assessments aligned with 
CCSS due to lack of computers and access to technology in schools (p. 1). 
 School Superintendents will be charged by state public instruction agencies with 
successful district-wide implementation of the Standards as well as providing professional 
development and ample resources for teachers.  With implementation of the new Standards, 
Superintendents and other district leaders will also need to reform teacher evaluation.   
 Teacher Evaluation 
 Youngs and the Center for American Progress (2013) recommended restructuring of 
teacher evaluations in light of the CCSS adoption.  New approaches, such as classroom 
observation protocols, student surveys, value-added models, and teacher performance 
assessments, are recommended to reform antiquated teacher evaluation systems (Youngs & the 
Center for American Progress, 2013, p. 31).  The days of formal principal observations of 
classroom teachers may be revamped into a more collaborative and student-centered evaluation.   
 Assessment and Curriculum 
 In addition to school district leaders’ support with professional development, 
implementation, and teacher evaluation of the CCSS, examination of assessment and curriculum 
is also an area of focus within school districts and classrooms nationwide.  There are two states 
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supported educational consortiums, Partnership for Assessment in Readiness for College and 
Careers (PARCC) and the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium, which have been 
identified to assist states in development of CCSS assessments; these assessment platforms are 
presently working with schools to begin assessment implementation for 2014-2015 school year.  
In regards to new assessment development based on the Standards, Shanahan (2012/2013) 
argued, 
 The new assessments now under development that are aligned to the Common Core 
 standards are sure to provide students, parents, and communities with a clearer idea of 
 how students are actually doing. We can either shift our practices now in response to 
 these new, demanding standards—or we can wait until our communities find out how 
 well we're really doing. (p. 15) 
 Will newly developed, high stakes assessments paint a rosy or dreary picture of the 
academic achievements of American students?  Do the Common Core State Standards provide a 
framework to develop more rigorous assessment and curriculum?  What about teacher 
perceptions of assessment and curriculum?  We shall see what is to unfold as the CCSS 
assessment measures and curriculum tools develop nationwide.   
Reutzel (2013) contended teachers are the ‘lynchpin’ for successful implementation of 
the Common Core State Standards; the standards are not curriculum, but rather should be used 
for learning progressions and lesson development (p. 68).  Reutzel (2013) argued the CCSS 
should be used as they are, just standards, to develop lessons, assessments, and curriculum in the 
classroom.  Reutzel (2013) recommended educators be leery of the myriad of books, textbooks, 
educational materials, and “boxed curriculums” which claim to be “Core Ready” for reading 
instruction.  As Reutzel (2013) urged,  
PERCEPTIONS OF THE CCSS   29 
 
 
 
Classroom practitioners should remain somewhat suspicious of literacy-instruction 
 programs marketed as ‘Standards-Based’ when no evidence exists to support any claims 
 made that such programs do lead to the expected outcomes in the Standards: producing 
 college- and career-ready students in literacy. (p. 71) 
 
Because the Standards are so new, there is little to no evidence the CCSS framework will 
“work.”  Educators need to embrace their professionalism and demonstrate sound decision-
making as they know what is best to meet their students’ needs.  “Canned” or prescribed 
curriculums which claim to be “standards-based,” may be something “old” that is repackaged. 
When purchased by school districts, perceptions of sound assessment and curriculum may be 
impacted by CCSS endorsed materials.   
 An additional consideration tied to assessment and curriculum is how the testable 
Standards are correlated to federal funding for school districts (Delbanco, 2013).  If there is lack 
of teacher support, guidance, and professional development in implementation of the CCSS, how 
are school districts supposed to succeed and be financially supported if students are not 
performing at proficiency?  High stakes testing and teacher effectiveness are other areas to be 
further explored in light of school leader perceptions of the Common Core.   
Leadership:  State Educational Agencies (SEAs), principal roles, and teachers as  
 leaders 
 
 Leadership is another subtheme reflected in literature of all key findings on teacher, 
school district, and Deputy Superintendent perceptions.  State Educational Associations (SEAs) 
have recently made organizational recommendations to school districts for successful integration 
of the CCSS.  According to an Aspen Institute report, effective strategies for implementation of 
the Common Core include:  teacher and principal evaluations which align with the Standards; 
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high quality teaching and professional development in CCSS; and collaboration time for teachers 
during the school day (Wiener, Aspen Institute, & Organizational Council of Chief State School, 
2013).  The recommendations of the SEAs can be explored further in light of Deputy 
Superintendent perceptions.   
 The role of the teacher in implementation of the CCSS has been identified, deliberated, 
and reiterated in the eyes of educational stakeholders and policy makers; what about the role of 
the principal in schools and integration of the Standards?  The results of a 2012 study of school 
culture by Achieve, Inc., indicated with support from school districts and states, the principals 
will be the key to successful implementation of the CCSS (p. 10).  I believe this finding is likely 
tied to the type of relationships the principal has developed with teachers and culture of the 
building, if change is to occur.  The study also indicated effective principal leadership accounts 
for 25 percent of the school impact on student gains (Achieve Inc., National Association of 
Secondary School Principals, & National Association of Elementary School Principals, 2012, p. 
10).  Effective principal leadership in implementation of the CCSS will impact the successes of 
students and staff.   
Summary 
 Educational initiatives and legislative reform spans centuries within U.S. schools.  In 
order for American students to compete in the both national and global markets, post-secondary 
readiness skills have been emphasized in the educational initiative of the Common Core State 
Standards.  Schools, teachers, and students are being inundated by implementation of the 
Standards, with little consideration to teacher perception.  What types of interventions are 
established and being developed to provide school districts and teachers with support in 
implementation of the Standards?  What about teachers who accept or reject the Standards?  
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How do teachers embrace the Standards if they are leery of educational reforms?  How do “core 
ready” materials and content specific strategies impact students and daily instruction?  These 
questions remain unanswered and beg to be explored.   
 In review of literature addressing perceptions of the Common Core State Standards, I 
illustrated perceptions of teachers, school districts, and Deputy Superintendents.  Within the 
identified themes of perceptions, subthemes of teacher reform, pedagogy, assessment and 
curriculum, and leadership emerged.  In the next section, I will suggest analytic theories which 
inform my study.   
Theoretical frameworks 
 Throughout my initial research of literature of the Common Core State Standards, 
perceptions of teachers, school districts, and superintendents have been reviewed.  Within these 
identified areas of perceptions, subthemes of teacher reform, pedagogy, assessment and 
curriculum, and leadership are to be further explored.  Alternative or other analytic theoretical 
frameworks could be applied for further study of teacher perception and the CCSS.   
 Examination of teacher perception and the Common Core State Standards through a 
Freireian critical pedagogy lens suggested U.S. schools are set up as “delivery systems” of the 
capitalist ideology which perpetuate the status quo and deemphasize critical thinking (Shor & 
Freire, 1987, p. 8).  Shor and Freire (1987) argued, 
When curriculum designers ignore important variables such as social-class differences, 
when they ignore the incorporation of subordinate cultures’ values in the curriculum, and 
when they refuse to accept and legitimize the students’ language, their actions point to 
the inflexibility, insensitivity, and rigidity of a curriculum that was designed to benefit 
those who wrote it. (p. 141) 
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Do teachers feel there is a lack of emphasis on student critical thinking by using the 
CCSS?  How do teachers perceive the Standards in meeting diverse students’ needs in the 
classroom?  Are classrooms places in which social class structure is maintained and hegemony 
perpetuated and how do the Standards impact these existing societal structures?  What critiques 
do teachers hold on the CCSS? 
Freire (2011) argued the role of educator is not to fill the educatee with knowledge, like 
in a banking model, with deposits of knowledge and transactions of information; rather, the 
educator and educate are co-learners in a dialectic relationship infused with critical dialogue and 
problem-posing questions (p. 112-113). 
In regards to my specific focus area of reading instruction of the CCSS and teacher 
perception, Freire had an alternative definition of literacy.  As a foundation of literacy, Freire and 
Macedo (1987) argued reading the world precedes reading the word.  He insisted children are 
able thinkers, have life experiences and form relationships with objects, which contribute to 
meaning and making sense of the world around them.  Freire believed teachers should meet 
students where they are and use life experiences to lead and shape learning.  These foundational 
reading beliefs, as well as Freireian instructional methods, raise questions about the CCSS for 
reading.   
If educators critically reflect upon and challenge the “rigor” of the Common Core, will this 
change their perceptions of the mandated standards?  If teachers examine their own definitions of 
education and literacy, specifically reading instruction, how will this impact their thoughts on the 
CCSS?  Using a theoretical framework of critical pedagogy offers an alternative view to teacher 
perceptions of the Common Core State Standards, addresses identified subthemes, and lends 
itself to gather questions about the foundation of literacy with this qualitative study.   
PERCEPTIONS OF THE CCSS   33 
 
 
 
In analyzing teacher reform, pedagogy, and leadership, Goffman’s social theory of 
dramaturgy (Brissett & Edgley, 1990; Trevino, 2003) is also applicable.  Goffman’s dramaturgy 
analyzes everyday life being lived out as a stage drama, exploring how actors perform in certain 
ways through convincing performances.  These performances are meant for favorable views of 
the actor and perceptions of the audience.  At times, the audience may look for discrepancies or 
deceptions which may discredit the performer (Brissett & Edgley, 1990; Trevino, 2003).   
Through dramaturgy, I examined the classroom as a stage, where educators and students 
are the performers, and public, administrators, and educational stakeholders are the audience.  In 
light of teacher perception of the Common Core State Standards, teachers may feel they have to 
“perform” or act a certain way towards implementation of the standards.  Teachers may feel 
pressure from other teachers, administration, or the public, on how they should feel about the 
CCSS.  “In a sense, the phrase, ‘things are not what they appear to be’ may be seen as an 
interpersonal strategy for persuading one’s audience to see things another way” (Brissett & 
Edgley, 1990, p. 8).  Self-awareness though human and symbolic interactions are also part of 
Goffman’s theory of dramaturgy.  My qualitative study allows for teacher self-reflection on their 
“roles” within reform, pedagogy, and leadership.   
 Through Marx’s theory of capital, I examined the areas of assessment and curriculum 
development with monopolization of standardized testing.  Callinicos (2011) stated,  
Capital…is defined by two things: what it is and how it acts.  It is an accumulation of 
surplus value produced by labor, and this accumulation can take the form of money, 
commodities, or means of production-and usually a combination of all three.  It acts to 
secure further accumulation (p. 134).   
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 K-12 textbooks aligned with the Standards, “Core Ready” curriculum and materials, and 
computer-based assessment systems all fuel the capitalist economy in the recent adoption of the 
Common Core nationwide.  In my paper, I focus specifically on the Smarter Balance Assessment 
System (SBAS) platform; the SBAS created a measurement of the Standards as a computer-
based assessment known as the Badger Exam in Wisconsin.  The SBAS, one of two national 
consortia, “was created to establish a series of ‘next generation assessments’ to measure 
students’ career and college readiness [of the CCSS].”  (The other consortium is Partnership for 
Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC).   
 From Marx’s Capital, Volume One, McLellan (2000) illustrated Marx’s simple form of 
circulation as C-M-C, where commodities are transformed into money and money back into 
commodities again (p. 483).  Within this “selling-in-order-to-buy” model, textbook companies 
are producing a myriad of teaching tools, educational texts, professional development 
opportunities, and other “must have” commodities for successful implementation of the CCSS; 
the computer-based assessment systems, SBAS and PARCC, are also other examples of 
commodities within the capitalist system.  School districts and teachers around the United States 
are spending their time and money on such commodities to ensure they are fully understanding 
and executing the standards.  The more money invested and spent on the initiatives of the 
Common Core State Standards, more production of commodities are sought; the market is 
flooded with the “next best thing” in educational materials, aides, and textbooks, where everyone 
jumps on the bandwagon.  Analytic theories of Freire, Goffman, and Marx are applied to 
examine teacher perceptions of the CCSS in my study.   
 Other existing bodies of research of perceptions of the CCSS, from educational non-
profits, research, and advocacy groups, did not clearly identify theoretical frameworks or 
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establish theory within their studies.  Because the emergence of research and the CCSS initiative 
is in its infancy, innovative theoretical frameworks could be applied to this educational reform 
movement.  In addition to Freire, Goffman, and Marx’s theoretical frameworks, theory from 
Apple, Foucault, and Giroux could apply to my study’s analysis.  Since the Standards, 
educational initiatives, and reform directly impact pedagogy, assessment, curriculum, students, 
teachers and communities, it is important to explore these changes and the effects on the U.S. 
educational system.  Due to the emerging literature and research on my topic of the CCSS, there 
is an opportunity to develop and explore new theoretical frameworks.  In examining teacher 
perceptions of the Common Core State Standards, one could innovatively apply the following 
theoretical frameworks:  Apple’s sociology of school knowledge, Foucault’s “regime of truth” 
and “subjugated knowledge, and Giroux’s reproductive theory of schooling. 
Innovative theoretical frameworks 
Apple’s (1976; 2004) sociology of school knowledge theory is shaped by the notions of 
formal and hidden curriculums.  Formal curriculums, such as daily lessons, scope and sequence 
of curricular content, and prescribed learning, which are often influenced by text book 
companies and endorsed by the CCSS, overlook and minimize the hidden curriculum in schools.  
Hidden curriculums (i.e. cultural values, cultural perspectives, power, institutional rules, etc.) 
include hidden structures which mold and reproduce a greater societal agenda.  Apple (1976; 
2004) argued teachers need to analyze the questions of what is (and is not) considered 
“legitimate knowledge” and who/how this is decided?  If teachers are “blindly” following and 
implementing the Common Core State Standards, will they feel are perpetuating the inequities of 
the formal curriculum and ignoring the deeper, complexities of the hidden curriculum, thus also 
sustaining hegemony in our schools?  
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 Michel Foucault’s theories of the “regime of truth” and “subjugated knowledge” can be 
correlated to all identified areas of tensions.  By implementing the Standards, school districts 
may feel they have to align their current curriculum and assessments to the Common Core State 
Standards.  This is where local educational funds are used to purchase “Core Ready” texts and 
curriculum as well as implementing computer-based assessments supported by either SBAS or 
PARCC.   In addition to possible changes to school districts’ curriculum and assessment, 
funding, time, and human resources are needed to review published Standards-based materials, 
texts, and curriculums.  The textbook and assessment companies as well as educational policy 
makers are the ones who hold the “regime of truths” and “subjugated knowledge” by choosing 
which materials and what content are to be taught and measured within U.S. public schools.   
 “Each society has its regime of truth, its ‘general politics’ of truth: that is, the types of 
discourse which it accepts and makes function as true...” (Foucault, 1980, p. 131).  Foucault 
(1980) elaborated on his definition of “the regime of truth” which argued those with power 
systematically, through various techniques, procedures, and mechanisms, ultimately decide what 
is truth and what is fallacy.  Foucault (1980) questioned truths of scientific discoveries and 
societal agendas and their perceived findings, which may not accurately reflect the popular 
discourse, thus urging self-reflection on the impact/involvement in “the regime of truth.”  Is what 
we are told and taught really true?  Foucault would have suggested challenging “the regime of 
truth” to find actual truths within society.  Teacher perceptions of the CCSS may challenge or 
perpetuate the orchestrated “truths” as enforced by the textbook and assessment companies and 
educational policy makers.   
Foucault’s (1980) definition of “the subjugated knowledge” could be defined as existing 
knowledge, both individual and collective, which has been overlooked and silenced; it is 
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choosing not to understanding perceptions/beliefs of the majority (i.e. underprivileged, 
marginalized, oppressed individuals) which differs from the minority (i.e. privilege, those who 
hold power, and oppressors).  Foucault (1980) argued “the subjugated knowledge” is far more 
than “commonsense knowledge” but rather historical, particular, local, regional, and differential 
(p. 82).  “Subjugated knowledge” challenges the normed, scientific, and political agendas and is 
necessary in broadening the perspectives of those who hold power; it creates alternative 
viewpoints and promotes empathetic understanding of/for those who do not have power.  Do we 
really take into account other peoples’ perspectives and experiences when we are 
examining/deciding what is best for productive communities and society?  Foucault would have 
argued “the subjugated knowledge” is maintained and perpetuated by those with power.  
“Subjugated knowledge” maybe challenged or perpetuated by educators, textbook and 
assessment companies, and educational policymakers; until we ask the questions and explore 
perceptions of the CCSS, this knowledge may be left out and overlooked.   
 Giroux (1981) argued the process of schooling is based upon reproductive theory, where 
“macro-structural relationships and how these relations in the form of structural determinations 
shape, as well as limit, the actions of human beings” (p. 13).  The Common Core State Standards 
are mandated frameworks infringed upon school districts nationwide; what and when teachers 
are supposed to teach certain curricular objectives are sequentially structured, with the voice and 
professional judgment of the educator being reduced.  Giroux (1981) continued school 
knowledge is not objective and value-free, but reproduced facts/truths of the hegemonic powers; 
through prescribed curriculums and mandated educational reforms, oppressive, societal 
constructions are perpetuated and social class and cultural ideologies are misrepresented (p. 15).  
Do classroom teachers perceive the CCSS promote and demonstrate oppressive and societal 
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constructions?  The Standards provide a framework in teaching the “what” and “when,” but the 
“how” is left for local school districts to decide; do teachers feel their voice being heard by their 
school districts in decision making on how the Standards are implemented?  Even with specific 
text recommendations from the CCSS, are the “hows” in teaching a certain literacy standard 
being embraced and exercised by classroom teachers? 
 Buried within the Common Core State Standards Initiative website (2015), a document 
entitled, “what is not covered by the Standards” is summarized as follows: the CCSS do not tell 
teachers how to teach, but rather what children are expected to know and do at certain grade 
levels; the Standards offer essential learning targets, but do not identify what can and should be 
taught; and the CCSS do not advise what to do if students meet all benchmarks prior to the end 
of 12
th
 grade and or offer recommendations for students needing intervention who are above or 
below grade level expectations.  Also, the definition of “college and career readiness” varies by 
individual student and their chosen path after graduation (i.e. workforce or college).  One final 
thought covered within this “not covered” list addresses our English-Language Learners (ELLs) 
and special needs students;  “it is also beyond the scope of the Standards to define the full range 
of supports appropriate for English language learners and for students with special needs” (NGA 
& CCSSO, 2015). 
 Though the contributing authors of the CCSS argue the Standards promote culturally 
relevant teaching and student diversity through the prescribed benchmarks (NGA & CCSSO 
2015), they seem to be lacking on meeting diverse student needs and reaching all students’ 
cultures represented in our present day classrooms.  “Each grade will include students who are 
still acquiring English. For those students, it is possible to meet the standards in reading, writing, 
speaking, and listening without displaying native-like control of conventions and vocabulary”  
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(NGA & CCSSO, 2015).  How do predominately white, female, English-speaking, middle class 
educators (Zeichner, Grant, Gay, Gillette, Valli & Villegas, 1998) teach without “native-like” 
control if they are part of the white culture of power?   How does a teacher meet the needs of a 
second grade student whose primary culture and language are not white, English, and middle 
class?  If this student is reading below grade level, how does a teacher meet the second grade 
Common Core State Standard, ELA-Literacy R.L.2.6 (2014), “acknowledge differences in the 
points of view of characters, including by speaking in a different voice for each character when 
reading dialogue aloud [in English]?”  Most States’ Departments of Public Instruction and local 
school districts are charged with meeting their diverse student needs by promoting culturally 
relevant teaching practices and employing educators who specialize in meeting diverse student 
needs (i.e. English Language Learner teacher and Special Education teacher); if the Standards 
prescribe each benchmark and where a child should be by the end of certain grade, how do 
educators ensure diverse learners will be able to meet such benchmark?  Will the States’ 
Departments of Public Instruction and local school districts allow exceptions or deviations from 
the Standards?  Because the Standards do not provide guidelines or recommendations to meet 
students’ diverse needs, thus reproduction of schooling and maintenance of the status quo may 
continue.  “…human experience is simply reduced to a passive reflex of the ideological 
imperatives of the logic of capital and its institutions” (Giroux, 1981, p. 15).  Bourdieu and 
Passeron (2012) argued hegemony is inculcated within traditional educational settings and those 
students who have been “equipped with the linguistic and cultural capital” will achieve more (i.e. 
socially, emotionally, academically) than those who do not share or part of the social/cultural 
capital (p. 99).  Do the CCSS seem to limit teacher decision-making and reduce educational 
opportunities for our diverse students, which then continue to reproduce inequities of class and 
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power within our hegemonic school system?  Or are the CCSS a way to give more social and 
cultural capital to those who hold power?  Apple, Foucault, and Giroux’s theories could 
innovatively be applied to future studies for analysis of teacher perceptions of the Common Core 
State Standards.   
Chapter Summary 
 In Chapter Two, I summarize the topical literature of perceptions of the Common Core 
State Standards, including teachers, school district, and deputy superintendents as well as 
illustrate themes of teacher reform, pedagogy, assessment and curriculum, and leadership.  I also 
summarize various theoretical frameworks of Freire, Goffman, and Marx used in my case study 
and introduce Apple, Foucault, and Giroux as innovative theories in which to examine 
perceptions of the Common Core State Standards.  In Chapter Three, I provide an overview of 
the methodology and research design of my study. 
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CHAPTER THREE:  METHODOLOGY 
 For this study, I apply qualitative research designs in a case study with elementary school 
teachers.  Qualitative research provides a foundational platform to share personal experiences 
and varying points of view; because the gap in current literature, I believe it is important to 
understand educator perceptions versus reality of the impending nationwide Standards.  The 
qualitative method of interviewing allows individuals’ thoughts, voices, and ideas to be heard; a 
case study complements my dissertation question (what are teachers perceptions of the Common 
Core State Standards and how do these perceptions impact classroom instruction?) as it fits 
within “a ‘real-life’ contemporary context or setting” (Creswell, 2013, p. 97).   
Research Design 
 I attempted to better understand teacher perceptions of the Common Core State Standards 
by interviewing eight elementary school educators.  Semi-structured interview questions 
(Appendix B) were asked of each participant.  Responses were analyzed with line-by-line coding 
and usage of online qualitative data analysis software, Dedoose.  Major and minor themes 
emerged from the data and conclusions were drawn for findings and future study.  Questions 
which arose from analysis were followed-up with additional interviews.   
Participants and Setting 
 My case study is of a small elementary school, Riverview, in the city of Watertown, 
Wisconsin, which has approximately 70,000 residents.  The Watertown School District is the 
fourth biggest in the entire state of Wisconsin.  According to the Wisconsin Department of 
Public Instruction’s (2014) website, Riverview Elementary School serves about 280 students, 
Kindergarten through Fifth Grade, and employs approximately 15 teachers; about 45% of 
students at Riverview Elementary are considered “economically disadvantaged.”  Ethnic 
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diversity of student population is minimal, with 80% of its students identifying as White; the 
remaining 20% identify as Asian/Pacific Islander, Black, Hispanic, and Native American.   
Riverview is perceived as one of the last, small “neighborhood schools” in the eras of super-
sized elementary schools.   
 I sent an email which overviewed my study to the Watertown School District 
superintendent and Riverview Elementary School principal.  Both the district superintendent and 
school principal approved my case study; an email invitation (Appendix D) to participate in my 
study was sent by the Riverview principal to general classroom teachers (Kindergarten through 
5
th
 grade), the reading teacher, and reading specialist.  I also invited the school principal and 
district literacy coordinator to participate so I would have their perspectives as well.   
 Out of 12 Kindergarten through 5
th
 grade classroom teachers, six responded “yes” to my 
email invitation; the principal and reading specialist/literacy coach also responded “yes” so I had 
a total of eight interviews for my qualitative study. Seven of the eight educators were female, 
and ranged in age, from late 20s- to early 40s and had 7-21 years of teaching; the male, late 30s 
had been teaching over 15 years (Appendix E).   
 Data Collection 
 Semi-structured questions (Appendix B) were used during the educators’ interviews.  
There were questions specifically for classroom teachers and administrators (which included the 
principal and reading specialist/literacy coach).  Each teacher interview lasted between 45-90 
minutes and each administrator interview lasted 30 minutes; interviews were recorded on my 
electronic tablet for transcription on www.rev.com.  I recorded all interviews using my electronic 
tablet; interviews were saved and sent to www.rev.com for transcription.  After reviewing 
transcription of each interview, I uploaded each interview into Dedoose, an online software 
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program tool for data analysis.  Within Dedoose’s platform, I coded each transcript line-by-line 
and correlated my observer comments from the interviews to the transcribed interviews. 
Data Analysis 
 Data analysis occurred within, during, and after the interviews.  Analysis of the 
transcribed interviews and my observer comments were noted and added within the Dedoose 
workspace and on my own note tablet.  In addition to my interviews, other data analyzed for my 
study included “Watertown’s School District Report Card” “Riverview’s School Report Card” as 
listed on the state’s Department of Public Instruction website.  I reviewed Kindergarten-5th grade 
report cards from the Watertown School District as well as the English-Language Arts (ELA) 
national and state standards in the PK-2 and 3-5 grade bands.  In addition, I read the current 
literacy framework and recommendations for classroom instruction and curriculum of the 
elementary schools in the Watertown School District.  The Kindergarten through 5
th
 grade ELA 
Common Core State Standards, including reading: literature, reading: informational text, and 
reading: foundational skills were the underlying documents employed in my study’s data and 
analysis.  Triangulation occurred through data analysis of educator interviews, observer 
comments, and various school district and school data including report cards, curriculum, 
standards, and the K-5 English Language Arts Common Core State Standards.   
 As I interviewed each participant, observer comments were noted on the interview 
question forms.  I was able to use these notes and add my observations to my transcribed 
interview memos for further data analysis.  Observer comments were added to the transcribed 
interview Word documents in Dedoose as well. 
 The Dedoose software allowed me to organize, color code, and distribute my data into 
data sets/categories.  I cross referenced color-coded excerpts from the transcriptions and put 
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them into data sets.  The main categories were coded as follows: Common Core State Standards, 
teacher perceptions, training and support, administrator perceptions, and great quotes.  From 
there, I was able to cross reference my codes and quotes to dig deeper into the data and look for 
reoccurrence of themes.  I cross-categorized the following data sets:  teacher perceptions, CCSS, 
and great quotes; teacher perceptions and CCSS; administrator perceptions, CCSS, and great 
quotes; administrator perceptions and CCSS; training and support, CCSS, teacher perceptions; 
and training and support, CCSS, and administrator perceptions.   I identified in vivo codes and 
captured recurring thoughts, ideas, and themes.  In addition to my transcribed interviews, I also 
went back to my observer comments from each interview.  From the data sets, packed cloud 
codes, code co-occurrence matrixes, and code application matrixes were also utilized in Dedoose 
to help with data analysis and coding.  I was able to make “naturalistic generalizations” for the 
teacher population interviewed on perceptions of the CCSS and reading instruction (Creswell, 
2013). 
 From the major themes, teacher perceptions/CCSS/training and support and administrator 
perceptions/CCSS/training and support, several subthemes surfaced.  Surprisingly, a majority of 
the subthemes between the teachers and administrators were similar; some examples of similar 
subthemes included lack of staff development and training, true understanding the CCSS, and 
need for more time in implementation of the Standards.  Through my detailed code co-
occurrence matrixes, memos, quotes, and data bits, I was able to further and more deeply analyze 
major themes and subthemes.  For questions that arose after my initial data analysis, I did follow-
up interviews with educators from Riverview Elementary.  I describe my findings of teacher 
perceptions of the CCSS in chapter four and apply theoretical frameworks to my analysis.  The 
aforementioned analytic theories of Freire, Goffman, and Marx were applied as theoretical 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE CCSS   45 
 
 
 
frameworks in analysis of data from the educators at Riverview.  Apple, Foucault, and Giroux’s 
theories could provide innovative frameworks in which to further analyze data on teacher 
perceptions of the CCSS.   
Ethical considerations 
 Intuitional Review Board 
 The Institutional Review Boards (IRB) from both the University of St. Thomas, where I 
am a doctoral candidate, and the University of Wisconsin-Stout, where I presently teach, 
approved my qualitative case study.   The records of this study will be kept confidential.  In any 
report I publish, I will not include information that will make it possible to identify teachers, the 
school, and or school district in any way.   The types of records I created include notes from 
observer comments, digital recording and transcribed interviews.  All interviews with notes and 
observer comments are in my dissertation file, in a locked file cabinet at my office.  The 
transcribed interviews are in a locked file on my computer and Word documents of the 
transcriptions are stored in my locked file cabinet.  I plan to keep recorded interviews on my 
password protected electronic tablet as this data may provide information which informs future 
research opportunities.  My advisor and committee members will have access to my data 
collection, only if needed.   
 Participants 
 My case study had several risks.  First, the main objective of the IRB is to protect human 
subjects from physical or psychological harm.  I did my best in taking precautions and care 
during the interviews by asking at least five questions so the participants fully understood my 
study and what they are entitled to do if for some reason they felt uncomfortable during the 
interview.  Second, ethical issues may have surfaced in regards to personal opinions on 
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educational reform, self-reflection on teaching methodologies, classroom instruction, and 
teaching philosophies.  All information collected was handled with care to prevent participants’ 
from having potential repercussions on their opinions.  Third, participation in this study was 
voluntary, thus reducing risk and vulnerability, so teachers could opt out at any time.  If they 
chose to opt out, the data previously collected was not be used.  None of the educators 
interviewed chose to opt out of my study. 
 The direct benefits teachers received for participating in my interviews are having had 
personal input and their voice heard in a study which hopefully will impact reading pedagogy 
and student growth in the elementary classroom.  I also hope results from my study benefit 
administration within schools and school districts locally when making decisions on 
implementation of the Standards and valuing teacher professionalism on best practices in reading 
instruction.   
 Validity and generalizability 
 To ensure validity and credibility within my qualitative study, I utilized complementary 
data and triangulate results (Bazeley, 2013).  To validate inferences drawn, I triangulated the 
qualitative data and notes from my observer comments and interviews with the existing data 
from established research as well as other documents related to the English Language Arts 
CCSS.   For credibility, I asked my mentor at UW-Stout to read and review my research 
conclusions.  As a former elementary school educator and administrator, my mentor has the 
background to help ensure “member checking” (Bazeley, 2013) of the data from various 
perspectives. When my dissertation is complete, I will share my results and findings with my 
teacher colleagues interviewed.  For generalizability within my study’s findings, I used rich, 
thick description, where others may see themselves in the data.  Generalizability allows findings 
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to be applied broadly and offer conditions to occur beyond the here and now (Bazeley, 2013, p. 
410). 
 Researcher 
 Having personal interest and passion for literacy instruction and reading pedagogy, I was 
aware of my bias and personal opinions regarding the Common Core State Standards.  I avoided 
leading or influencing teachers’ thoughts of the CCSS by staying focused on the interview 
questions and topic during the interview process and remained open to let conversations flow.  I 
accounted for my personal bias and or thoughts through my observer comments and written 
memos as to not impact teacher thoughts/beliefs during the interview.  I refrained from 
responding to teachers’ questions on my opinions of the Standards.   
 As a former teacher in the Watertown School District and at Riverview Elementary, I 
worked with elementary students, Kindergarten through 5
th
 grade, for over 13 years.  I 
established a trustworthy and respectful reputation among the district as well as maintain several 
personal and professional relationships among staff in the Watertown School District. 
Chapter Summary 
 In chapter three, I illustrated my research methodology.  Within the methodology section, 
I presented the approach to my case study research, rationale, methods of data collection, and 
data analysis.  I also overviewed three theoretical frameworks to analyze data from my case 
study as well as presented generalizability, ethical considerations, and confidentiality in this 
study. 
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CHAPTER FOUR:  FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS OF  
TEACHER AND ADMINISTRATOR PERECPTIONS OF THE CCSS 
 
Setting 
 The context of my study occurred at one elementary school within the Watertown School 
District.  According to the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction (DPI) website (2015) and 
“School District Report Card,” Watertown serves approximately 11,000 students in 4K (pre-
Kindergarten) through 12
th
 grades.  Eighty percent of students enrolled in the Watertown School 
District identify as white, 10% identify as Asian or Pacific Islander, 4%, Black, 3%,  Hispanic, 
and 1%, identify as American Indian or Alaska Native.  Overall, 41% of students in the 
Watertown School District are classified as “economically disadvantaged,” 12%,“students with 
disabilities”, and 3%, “limited English Proficient” (Wisconsin DPI, 2015).  Illustrated within the 
“School District Report Card,” an “Overall Accountability Score and Rating” scale is comprised 
of five accountability ranges and measures school district performance (i.e. academics, 
assessment, closing the achievement gap, and graduation rates) across the state.  The lowest 
rating states, “fails to meet expectations” to the highest rating, “significantly exceeds 
expectations;” in 2013-2014, the Watertown School District scored 71.8, which “meets 
expectations;” 86.5/100 students are “on-track and [demonstrate] postsecondary readiness” 
(Wisconsin DPI, 2015).  
 Riverview School is one of thirteen elementary schools in the Watertown School District.  
Riverview serves about 280 students, Kindergarten through Fifth Grade, and employs 
approximately 15 teachers; about 45% of students at Riverview Elementary are considered 
“economically disadvantaged,” 8%, “students with disabilities”, and 2%, “limited English 
Proficient.”  Ethnic diversity of student population is minimal, with 80% of its students 
identifying as White; the remaining 20% identify as Asian/Pacific Islander, Black, Hispanic, and 
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Native American.   According the Wisconsin DPI website (2015) and “School District Report 
Card,” in 2013-2014, Riverview’s overall accountability score was 73.3, “exceeds expectations” 
and 88.1/100 students are “on-track and [demonstrate] postsecondary readiness.”  This overall 
accountability score is higher than the district’s overall score from the 2013-2014 school year.   
 Established in 1954, Riverview School is perceived as one of the last small, 
“neighborhood” schools in the district; there are two classroom teachers per grade level, 
Kindergarten through 5
th
 grade.  Teachers and staff are student-centered, having the students at 
the heart of their teaching and daily decision-making.  The school mottos states, “a great place to 
learn and play” and Riverview’s values, “we are a community of learners, who believe in pride, 
respect, and responsibility” are demonstrated and shared by teachers, staff, and students.  
Riverview School really has a “community” feel, where all are welcome. 
Context 
 According to the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction (DPI) website (2015), with 
supported efforts from the NGA and CCSSO, during revisions of Wisconsin’s “1998 Model 
Academic Standards” in 2009, an educational task force was formed to address the CCSS.  The 
task force was comprised of the governor, state superintendent, and Department of Public 
Instruction content experts in Math and English-Language Arts; this group collaboratively 
worked together and wrote the first draft of revised Wisconsin Model Academic Standards to the 
CCSS.  With feedback from both the public and school educators, another draft was created by 
the task force, which led to voluntarily adoption of Common Core State Standards in 2010.  As 
stated by the Wisconsin DPI (2015) within the “Common Core State Standards” overview, 
Wisconsin is a “local control state” and implementation of the Common Core State Standards 
statewide is as follows: 
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The state’s 424 local school districts  determine how to design curriculum to meet  the 
CCSS. Typically, the state partners with stakeholder groups to provide resources to assist 
districts in their local implementation efforts. No aspect of state level support is 
mandatory; all tools, resources, and documents are designed to be customized and used 
locally (p. 11). 
When the Standards were introduced in 2010, many of the teachers were anxious to learn more 
about them, know what they looked like, and district expectations for implementation.  As 
educational reforms and instructional changes came to Riverview, the teachers and staff worked 
collaboratively and supported each other.   
 During 2010-2011 school year, the new Standards were introduced and staff within the 
Watertown School District and Riverview School were encouraged to look into and read them; 
during that academic year, elementary reading specialists/literacy coaches were charged in 
“unpacking” (i.e. closely reading and analyzing) the K-5 ELA Standards, examining the existing 
curriculum for alignment to the CCSS, and developing and or recommending assessments that 
would satisfy report card statements.  This was a year-long project, which ended up continuing in 
the summer of 2011 and again in the following 2011-2012 school year.   
 At the state level, the “Wisconsin Budget Repair Bill” or “Act 10” was passed in June 
2011; Act 10, which limited teacher collective bargaining rights and dissolved teacher unions, 
caused much strife, worry, and anxiety for many educators in Wisconsin (Associated Press, 
2014).  During the 2011-2012 school year, reading specialists/literacy coaches shifted focus into 
the roll out of a new English Language Arts/Reading series, Good Habits, Great Readers 
(Fisher, Frey, & Klein, 2009).  The work and conversations continued of the CCSS, but 
Riverview teachers generally were more focused on the new reading curriculum implementation 
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and also maintaining solidarity as educators in light of Act 10.  In addition to the CCSS, new 
reading series, and the intervention framework, Response to Intervention (RtI) was also being 
implemented across the Watertown School District.   
 Response to Intervention is a multi-level system of school support, to address all 
students’ needs; the RtI framework promotes systematic and quality classroom instruction and 
focused academic and behavioral interventions within tiered levels of support (Wisconsin RtI 
Center, 2015).  The purpose of RtI is to reach and teach struggling students as well as high 
achieving students, so all students continue to make academic and behavioral growth.  In 
addition to quality classroom instruction, “The government states that practitioners use 
scientifically-based research to guide their decisions about interventions” (Calwell & Leslie, 
2013, p. 10).  Educators in the Watertown School District embraced the RtI framework and in 
doing so, had to prepare and find research and evidence-based interventions to meet student 
needs.  In addition to RtI, over the next couple school years, even more changes occurred for 
teachers in Wisconsin and at Riverview, with implementation of Educator Effectiveness (EE)and 
Specific Learning Outcomes (SLOs) as part of their teacher evaluation as well as changes to the 
state mandated criteria requirements for special education (Wisconsin DPI, 2015).  SLOs are 
developed by teachers and administrators, which focus on student learning growth and are part of 
evaluation for teachers in Educator Effectiveness.   
 The 2014-2015 school year was the first year the CCSS were to be fully implemented in 
Wisconsin and this was also the first time Smarter Balance Assessments (i.e. Badger Exams) 
were to be completed in the Watertown School District.  The Wisconsin Department of Public 
Instruction (DPI) website (2015) states, “In 2010, Wisconsin elected to join the Smarter 
Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAS), one of the two national consortia that were formed to 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE CCSS   52 
 
 
 
help establish a series of ‘next generation assessments’ to measure students’ career and college 
readiness.”  (The other consortium is Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and 
Careers (PARCC)).  In years past, Wisconsin used the Wisconsin Knowledge and Concepts 
Examination (WKCE); it is presently being replaced during the 2014-2015 school year with a 
Smarter Balance assessment.  According to the Wisconsin DPI website (2015), the WKCE is 
being replaced with the “Badger Exam;” the Badger Exam is computer-based, summative math 
and English-Language Arts assessments for grades 3-8.  With the Badger Exam being a 
computer-based assessment, it will provide quick feedback and secure, online reporting to 
parents, teachers, and administrators. 
 With so many educational initiatives and changes (i.e. CCSS, new reading curriculum, 
RtI, Act 10, Educator Effectiveness, etc.) occurring within Watertown School District and 
Riverview School, I wondered how teachers were feeling about the Standards.  Since the 
voluntary adoption of the CCSS in 2010, in addition to all the reforms in the school district, do 
teachers feel they understand the CCSS and grade level benchmarks?  Was there staff 
development provided on the Standards?   How do the teachers feel about the ELA Standards?  
Assessment?  How do the teachers perceive the CCSS and how they may be implemented in 
their classroom?  Will teachers change their daily instruction in core subjects, including reading?  
These were questions I needed to explore further in my case study at Riverview School. 
 After receiving confirmation emails from six teachers and two administrators, I arranged 
interview times and locations, keeping in mind what worked best for these educators’ schedules; 
all interviews were completed in the summer of 2014.   Semi-structured questions (Appendix B) 
were used during the educators’ interviews.  There were questions specifically for classroom 
teachers and administrators (which included the principal and reading specialist/literacy coach).  
PERCEPTIONS OF THE CCSS   53 
 
 
 
Each teacher interview lasted between 45-90 minutes and each administrator interview lasted 30 
minutes.  The next section overviews the major findings from the educator interviews as well as 
theory which identifies with overarching themes on perceptions of the CCSS. 
 As I initially reflected upon the transcribed interviews, observer comments, coding, and 
interview notes, I had to qualify “perceptions.”  What these educators shared with me were their 
perceptions and feelings of the Common Core State Standards; while perceptions can be 
different for many, these feelings were reality to them.  Ideas, thoughts, and feelings shared were 
the daily reality for the educators in this study.  Initial and major themes of needs and impacts 
emerged from the educator interviews on perceptions of the CCSS; some perceptions teachers 
held were mixed or varied within one identified subtheme of need or impact.   
Need for staff development/training:  “The Common Core just became a language, just 
 something we did.” 
 
 The most prominent theme which emerged from both teacher and administrator 
perceptions was the need for staff development and training with the Common Core State 
Standards.  In particular, they noted the need for more than written materials for staff 
development, more background information on the Common Core, and better understanding of 
the Standards and Standards-based assessments within the report card.  All six teachers and both 
administrators shared the same belief more staff development was needed to implement the 
Standards effectively and efficiently.   
 During the 2010-2011 school year, teachers within the Watertown School District were 
provided with district-made “Common Core State Standards” binders, specifically for their 
corresponding grade level.  Within the binders, Standards are listed with curricular connections 
and recommendations of assessments to satisfy the Standards.  Documents for teachers and 
teaching tools were also placed on the school district public computer drive for educator access; 
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the reading specialist/literacy coach and principal mentioned this technological resource during 
the interviews, but no teacher.  Through my data analysis of the interviews, I wondered if the 
teachers had forgotten this resource, or if it was something they were not familiar.  Teachers 
stated there were resources (i.e. support, training, books, and other [teaching] tools) available to 
learn more about the CCSS, but one had to seek them out on their own.  Only one half-day 
training was provided by the Watertown School District in 2012 and no workshop or staff 
development session(s) on the ELA CCSS were offered since; after follow-up on this topic, the 
reading specialist/literacy coach noted there was an offering on the CCSS in January 2015.  The 
reading specialist/literacy coach said, “my only concern is that we [school district] may not be 
able to provide enough professional development for people and teachers to know enough about 
the Common Core to make them as valuable as they can be;” she continued her reflection on 
staff development, “there’s a lot more digging deeper that needs to happen; it’s just the time 
factor and giving and allowing teachers the opportunity to have the time to dig deeper into their 
Standards.”  A majority of the teachers interviewed at Riverview Elementary shared they had 
some training in the math Standards, as this seemed to be the district focus, but little in the 
reading Standards. After reflection, I wondered if the CCSS binders provided to teachers were 
considered staff development.  One teacher stated,  
  The scary part is that we do a disservice to the kids by not having all the professional 
 development that we need or all the resources that we need…[CCSS are] not a terrible 
 idea in and of itself, but we really need more support and more time with it. 
 There was a shared consensus among the teachers for wanting to know more about the 
background of the Standards, its history, and which States adopted them, why and why not.  One 
first grade teacher, who has been teaching for 14 years stated,  
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 I wish I could find something, a document, not a long document; I just want to know 
 some of these things: who are the people behind this?  Is it one person? Are they 
 teachers? Are they Department of Public Instruction people?  Who are they? 
 This teacher further elaborated she felt like she was unprepared to speak to parents about 
the CCSS; she said before parent-teacher conferences in fall 2014 and with the Standards being 
implemented district-wide, she had to do some of her own research and prepare a written 
paragraph to share with parents, just in case they asked some of the same questions she held on 
the Common Core.   
 The principal of Riverview, with 21 years in education, as a former classroom teacher 
and current administrator, shared, “the CCSS is so much new learning.  It’s a lot to take on and 
it’s quite overwhelming.  You want to do a good job and teach, but they [teachers] want all the 
answers and we [the school district] don’t have all the answers.”  The principal elaborated on her 
own new learning/development and referenced other new school district initiatives the teachers 
were simultaneously implementing with the CCSS: 
 The Administrators Association of Wisconsin has a course called “Leading the  
 Big Three.”  It’s learning about the CCSS, the Smarter Balanced Assessment, and 
 Educator Effectiveness and how to intertwine all three of those.  That’s how I see 
 the CCSS.  It’s not Common Core standing alone, but it’s using our assessment   
 system and then teaching teachers how to work with teachers and how to improve 
 themselves by using good research based models and examples.  It’s all about  
 collaboration, talking, using the numbers [from data] and making improvements 
 for student growth. 
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Not only may teachers have questions on the CCSS, new assessment, and Educator 
Effectiveness, the principal also shared similar feelings in the need for staff development and 
deeper understanding in all these areas.  The frustration, uncertainty, and questions that the 
teachers experienced were shared by the building administrator.   
 Recently, Watertown School District infused the Standards into their K-12 report cards; 
within the report cards, specific grade level benchmarks are measured within a certain content 
area standard.  For example, within three or four ELA “Reading-Literature” standards, a teacher 
is to assess between nine and twelve benchmarks.  One teacher stated she uses the report cards as 
her own personal staff development on the Standards; since she is asked to measure each student 
on a myriad of benchmarks, the report card provides a framework and contributes to learning of 
the CCSS at her grade level.  This learning, however, was individual, which no training was 
received.   
 Many of the teachers argued they needed help to create assessments which correlated 
with the Standards’ report card statements.  Among all teachers interviewed, there were concerns 
how the Standards meshed with Watertown’s School District report card; one teacher stated, “it’s 
like fitting a square peg in a round hole” in trying to have the CCSS “fit” the existing district 
report card statements.  One fifth grade teacher, who had been teaching over 20 years, mentioned 
the district provided an assessment map, which suggested activities to measure report card 
statements; she felt these assessment maps did not correlate with the CCSS descriptors within 
report cards or CCSS grade level binders.  Assessments within the Watertown assessment map 
were mainly teacher/self-created assessments; the question of fidelity arose as I read and listened 
to the educators at Riverview.  If teachers had to create assessments to measure the Standards’ 
correlated report card statements, does this ensure standardization among grade levels and 
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schools across the district?  Or, is this one way, as the CCSS Initiatives support, for teachers to 
have input on their decision-making in the classroom assessment?  Did the Watertown School 
District offer staff development on revisions to the report card and teacher-made assessments?  
With a follow-up interview to my questions on assessment and staff development, the reading 
specialist/literacy coach noted leadership teams (including the principal, reading 
specialist/literacy coach, one upper and one lower grade level teacher) from district elementary 
schools were provided staff development on creating formative assessments which align to the 
CCSS; this information still needs to be shared with teachers.  According to the reading 
specialist/literacy coach’s perceptions, training on the report cards were offered, but not all 
teachers at Riverview chose to attend the district’s offerings.  In fact, the reading 
specialist/literacy coach elaborated on various professional development opportunities in January 
2015, one of which was K-2 and 3-5 formative assessment and the CCSS; these sessions were 
cancelled due to low enrollment.  As for fidelity of teacher-created assessments and teachers 
having input to their decision-making, the reading specialist/literacy noted “Teachers create and 
share ideas across the district on the public drive, while others use websites like ‘Teachers Pay 
Teachers’ and ‘Pintrest’ for formative assessment ideas; this is where I feel teachers need more 
of an understanding of these types of assessments.”  Varied perceptions of assessment within the 
CCSS were shared by the educators at Riverview.   
 In addition to self-created classroom assessments, per Wisconsin DPI (2015), the Smarter 
Balance Assessment Systems (i.e Badger Exams) were being implemented this year, spring 
2015; none of the teachers mentioned these assessments during our interviews.  I wondered if 
this could be they had not yet received staff development on the computer-based assessments or 
if my questions on assessment did not lead them to reflect upon the Smarter Balance Assessment.  
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After my interview with the principal, she confirmed my thinking on teacher knowledge of the 
SBAS in stating this was something that was mentioned, no staff development or training had 
been implemented thus far.  Teachers in this study perceived the Standards provided a 
framework, but without support and guidance, they were left with questions and subjectivity to 
what the Standards were asking students to demonstrate.  Needs for staff development/training, 
specifically with support in understanding the CCSS, report card statements, and assessment, 
were prevalent from educators at Riverview; another theme which emerged from the data was 
the need for support.   
Need for support:  “Is it a support or is it a Common Core issue?   Anybody you talk to has 
 an opinion on common core, it doesn't matter who you talk to!” 
 
 Riverview educators expressed minimal support and ambiguity with the district 
expectations in implementation of the Common Core State Standards; the need for more time 
with the reading specialist/literacy coach was indicated by the teachers.  Educators at Riverview 
are given grade-level-specific Standards from the Watertown School District, which they are told 
they have to follow; this seems to be a contradiction to the Common Core Initiative suggesting 
the Standards are grade-level benchmarks, where districts and teachers are able to decide how 
they best meet those Standards (NGA & CCSSO, 2015).  According to the Common Core State 
Standards Initiative website,  
By emphasizing required achievements, the Standards leave room for teachers, 
curriculum developers, and states to determine how those goals should be reached and 
what additional topics should be addressed. Thus, the Standards do not mandate such 
things as a particular writing process or the full range of metacognitive strategies that 
students may need to monitor and direct their thinking and learning. Teachers are thus 
free to provide students with whatever tools and knowledge their professional judgment 
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and experience identify as most helpful for meeting the goals set out in the Standards. 
(NGA & CCSSO, 2015) 
 “Unpacking” of the Standards was one topic that emerged several times from both 
teachers and administrators; “unpacking” refers to closely examining and analyzing the 
Standards at a specific grade level and content area.  The literacy coach/reading specialist 
expressed her thoughts on unpacking the standards, 
 It’s not just handing people a binder and saying, ‘now just teach the Standards.  It’s really 
 getting together with a group of teachers, looking, and learning what that Standard really 
 means. It’s the conversations among those teachers and how they’re going to teach it, 
 more so than that Standard written on the wall.  It’s about professional development and 
 then coming with some common understanding on how to teach it. 
Because conversations were not supported from the teachers’ perceptions, it appears the 
Watertown School District and perhaps a select group of educators (i.e. reading 
specialists/literacy coaches) decided what is best for teaching and meeting the Standards at 
Riverview, minimizing teacher input, choice, and professional decision-making.  One fifth grade 
teacher with almost 20 years’ experience shared, “It's just a mixed message, if [the school district 
is] going to spend so much time on telling me how, how, how, [to teach] but then turn around, 
say well ‘you're a professional’, it’s confusing.”  In addition to the CCSS and recommended 
formative and summative assessments, this teacher further elaborated the district gave classroom 
teachers curriculums (i.e. Good Habits, Great Readers, The Daily 5, and Words their Way) and 
curriculum materials to implement, thus reducing teacher decision-making in the classroom and 
adding frustration.   
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 Within the Watertown School District, reading specialist/literacy coaches are employed 
at each elementary school; there is one reading specialist/literacy coach per elementary school.  
A few years ago, the group of elementary reading specialists/literacy coaches was charged with 
“unpacking” the K-5 ELA Standards, examining current ELA curriculum, and recommending 
assessments to satisfy report card statements correlated to the CCSS.  The reading 
specialist/literacy coach has received the most training on the Standards, assessments, 
curriculum, and report card statements, but does not teach/have a classroom of students.  
Reading specialists/literacy coaches are the Watertown School District’s on-site resource/support 
for teachers with the CCSS; the reading specialist/literacy coach at Riverview was part of the 
team from a few years ago that created and made instructional and assessment recommendations 
to satisfy the CCSS, including the district’s ELA binders and assessment maps.  As a former 
classroom teacher of first grade, the Riverview reading specialist/literacy coach stated in her 
current position, she has a greater, deeper understanding of the CCSS; “[as a classroom teacher] I 
didn’t even know there were specific ones [Standards] for each specific grade level.”  The 
reading specialist/literacy coach continued, “I think it’s [CCSS] a better way for teachers to 
become solidified in specifically what kids should know at each specific level.”  She even further 
expanded upon her thoughts and showed me an app on her electronic device, “the Common Core 
app,” which she stated she used on a daily basis.  The reading specialist/literacy coach is the lead 
staff development/”go to” person at each school; several of the teachers at Riverview stated they 
were happy to have the reading specialist/literacy coach on-site, but wish they had more time 
with her to answer questions on assessment and understanding of specific standards as well as 
more coaching opportunities within the classroom.  A third grade teacher stated, “Mary 
(pseudonym), the lit coach, has been the person who’s taught me the most about the Common 
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Core and helping me try to evaluate [standards and students], so thankfully we have her.  
Another first grade teacher shared the reading specialist/literacy coach (Mary) came into her 
classroom last year and did some modeling and teaching of Standards within a lesson; together 
they co-taught a lesson and then the classroom teacher taught those Standards for feedback from 
the Mary.  This first grade teacher was happy to have Mary help with her instruction of the 
CCSS.  Mary noted, 
 I think the problem right now in education is that there are so many changes happening 
 and we are having a hard time ‘getting good’ at any  one thing.  We have pockets of 
 greatness in areas, but something always has to give.  I think learning about the CCSS is 
 hard because it forces us to really think deep about our instruction and our students and 
 make changes.  The PD [professional development] and work that needs to be done in  
 regards to CCSS does not always provide instant gratification or tangible ‘things’ that 
 teachers can take back and use right away.  It is a process that takes time and that is hard 
 for teachers to engage in or commit to.   
 In reflection, I questioned Watertown’s decision to invest more time, money, and training 
for the reading specialists/literacy coaches on the CCSS rather than the teachers.  The reading 
specialist/literacy coach felt the district chose this in thinking “professional development would 
be job embedded and ongoing versus a one shot opportunity.”  If the only support within the 
school lies within one reading specialist/literacy coach, how can the teachers feel confident to 
implement the Standards?  How does the reading specialist/literacy coach feel with the amount 
of responsibility support an entire staff of teachers?  Mary, the reading specialist/literacy coach 
reflected, 
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 I am comfortable with having the responsibility (with principal support of course), it’s 
 not just me.  I don’t feel that I have been given enough opportunity to provide the support 
 to all.  The coaching I have done as been awesome and I have been able to incorporate 
 the Standards and assessment in most of what I do; however, the problem is that I can 
 only get to so many teachers/grade levels at a time/in a year. I have so many other 
 responsibilities that sometimes over power the CCSS implementation (i.e. interventions, 
 data analysis/planning, progress monitoring, etc.), which is of no fault to any one person; 
 it is just the nature of our system right now. 
Teachers at Riverview expressed their need of support with implementation of the CCSS; the 
role of the reading specialist/literacy coach was integral to teacher success and support of the 
Standards.  Time, in general and with the reading specialist/literacy coach, was a need stated by 
the Riverview educators.  Time was further noted in another identified need of time and better 
understanding of the Common Core.   
Need for time and better understanding of the Standards:  “I think the Common Core is 
 building their airplane in the sky.” 
 
 Several educators at Riverview stated they did not have enough time to fully implement 
and understand the Common Core State Standards.  One third grade teacher expressed, “I know I 
can do my job better, I just don’t have the time.”  In reflection upon the question of evaluating 
and understanding the Common Core, one first grade teacher stated, “I don’t evaluate them 
[CCSS] too much.  I don’t evaluate because I don’t have the time.”  Almost all of the educators, 
which varied in years of teaching experience, implied understanding that change and 
learning/unpacking the Standards takes time, but with so many demands in the classroom, it was 
tricky to find balance.   
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 Teachers felt they were teaching things they did not fully understand or know what the 
Standard was asking them to teach; some felt the Standards were very wordy and “not concise 
and to the point.”  For example, in Reading Informational Standard, R.I. 5.8, “draw on 
information from multiple print or digital sources, demonstrating the ability to locate an answer 
to a question quickly or to solve a problem efficiently;” a 5th grade teacher would have to 
deconstruct this standard by knowing what is meant by “print and digital sources” and if students 
need to create their own question and or solution and locate one or both from the print and digital 
sources.  This might be interpreted differently among educators.  Even with word confusion, 
there seemed to be a blind faith in the Standards and creators of them; a fifth grade teacher 
stated, “I trust the Common Core State Standards, I feel like they were written by people who are 
so, so intelligent.” With mixed feelings on understanding the CCSS, teachers acknowledged 
there was room for teacher judgment and interpretation of the Standards, but ambiguity was a 
source of frustration for some.  As a 5
th grade teacher shared, “I think the Standards themselves 
offer a pretty broad range of things that we could teach, [some] worded specifically enough or 
broadly enough, where you can have a little room in there [for interpretation].”  This teacher 
liked how there was an opportunity for him to decide how/what to teach in his classroom, using 
the Standards, while other teachers may like more specificity.  Given these set of Standards, they 
were told implement in their classrooms, teachers at Riverview tried to teach using the CCSS, 
but without deeply examining or understanding the underlying messages or unintended 
consequences on their students.  One 3
rd
 grade teacher shared her thoughts on the unintended 
consequences from the CCSS; “I feel like they’re [the students] not allowed to be who they are 
as a student.  We want them to be something different.  We have high standards for them and in 
the process we’re losing our kids.” 
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 A couple of teachers held a similar belief on implementation of the CCSS, both stating 
they felt like they were “building an airplane in the sky.”  In describing this metaphor, the 
educators said they felt like they were thrust into the Standards, like flying in the air, with just 
the frame/skeleton of an airplane (i.e. CCSS framework).  While in the sky, they are expected to 
“build” the airplane as they fly (i.e. develop, create, teach, and understand the Standards).  They 
said this is how they feel about the Standards; they are given a framework and then without 
really feeling like they are prepared or that your “airplane” is cleared for take-off, you are sent 
into the educational horizon, having to build and prepare/teach as you go.  The need for more 
time with the Standards, to develop a better understanding, was a perception held by a majority 
of the teachers at Riverview.   
Impact on students’ social-emotional well-being:  “A child is more than a test score.” 
 
 Positive and negative impacts on students’ social and emotional well-being were 
expressed from teachers at Riverview.  One teacher expressed the Common Core allowed her to 
have high standards while developing students’ social-emotional backgrounds and maintaining 
personal relationships with students.  By using “I can” statements, this teacher perceived she was 
able to implement the Standards and the “I can” statements implied a personal interaction among 
the instructional benchmarks, teacher, and students.  “I can” statements are recommendations 
from the Common Core for instruction; these statements are posted throughout K-5 classrooms, 
stating objectives (directly from the Standards), in which they are able to successfully 
demonstrate.  For example, an “I can” statement from first grade Reading Literature R.L. 1.3 
may state, “I can successfully describe characters, settings, and major events in a story, using key 
details.”  All teachers interviewed mentioned the “I can” statements.  They feel this helps 
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students’ develop intrinsic motivation, since the students feel successful in knowing they “can 
do” something.  “I can” statements can also represent a form of assessment within classrooms. 
 With focus on assessment and student results, one third and one fourth grade teacher 
strongly felt school/education in general has become a “business” (i.e. driven by profits/test 
scores which impacts money/funding) and that students’ social-emotional well-beings were 
affected.  From these two teachers, there were shared perceptions of feeling pressure from the 
school, school district, and state on performance CCSS assessment.  Because school district 
funding is tied to student performance/results on mandated state-wide Smarter Balance 
assessments, the “business” of schools seemed to focus less on students’ emotional wellbeing 
and development, but rather on the outcomes/numbers/percentages on an exam.   
 A third grade teacher, who has been teaching for over 15 years, shared her thoughts on 
schools being a business.  She was the kind of teacher almost every parent wished for their child; 
she was the one who baked goodies, wrote thank-you cards and notes of appreciation, and 
celebrated and cherished all with whom she encountered.  With student decorated walls of art 
and soft music playing throughout the day, one always felt welcome and comfortable in her 
classroom.  I had the privilege of teaching with this woman for over eight years and she truly 
made an impact on me personally and professionally; I felt she always put kids at the center of 
her teaching decisions, knowing that she had an important job as their teacher.  My former 
colleague reminded me it was okay to have fun in teaching, to enjoy the students, and not always 
worry about the test scores; I recall “fun,” authentic teaching and assessment experiences which 
did not follow a standard curriculum, but enhanced our classroom learning (i.e. crafts, painting a 
reaction to a piece of Beethoven, reader’s theatre, poetry slams, Math Game Day, and “Beach 
Day” where all we did was read on the “beach” with towels and sunglasses for an entire 
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afternoon in the middle of February).  I believe this educator truly embraced teaching and 
focused on development the whole student, instead of just on the Standards.  This teacher 
lamented,  
 We're losing the heart of teaching, our kids social, emotional needs. I feel like it has 
 changed me as an educator. I feel like I'm concerned about things that I never thought I 
 would be as a teacher. I've always been a teacher who really works to find the heart of my 
 kids and I never thought that I would be somebody that would say that there are days that 
 I don't have time for that [social-emotional development], but you have to make time for 
 that[social-emotional development]. 
It seems that losing herself and her teaching beliefs of educating the whole child were being 
forced aside.   
 Similar to this third grade teacher, a fourth grade teacher shared perceptions of the CCSS.  
Because of the business-like mentality of process, progress, and results, this teacher felt their 
students were missing out on a sense of community within the classroom.  Like my former third 
grade teacher’s classroom, this teacher’s room also was welcoming and provided a safe, 
comfortable place for learning.  Being a self-proclaimed “chocoholic” and avid coffee drinker, 
students were always welcome to stop for a chat and enjoy a piece of chocolate with this teacher.  
Students appreciated the time and how this teacher would develop personal relationships.  This 
teacher also was known for skill and talents in playing the guitar; you would often hear music 
and singing about a particular piece of content learned or overall summary of a unit.  This fourth 
grade teacher stated, “The Standards don’t take into mind all the ‘extra stuff’ happening (i.e. 
kids’ personal wellbeing, family life/situations, behaviors, etc.) in a classroom; academically 
[they are] great, but limiting.  The social-emotional/behavior piece is missing.”  This educator 
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perceived the Standards were limiting, confining and where teaching has become replicating a 
mold of what a typical American student looks like, while neglecting their social-emotional 
wellbeing.   
 Freire and Macedo (1987) argued the education of a child should be co-created between 
the teacher and student; life experiences and stories contribute to community and learning in the 
classroom.  Like Freire, a fourth grade teacher used dialogue and problem-posing questions with 
learners.  This educator stated, “I think the Common Core is missing problem solving;” when 
students co-create learning and meaning, personal and relevant problems are posed and solved, 
which can be different than the objectives assessed within the CCSS.  Because schools are in the 
business of kids, it is hard to replicate input/output, process/progress/results types of thinking in 
corporate business.  How do test scores educate a child?  Where is learning co-created and 
meaningful on standardized tests within the Common Core?  Perceiving the CCSS as a focus on 
“business” for these two educators leads to grief on the subsequent students’ socio-emotional 
wellbeing. 
Impacts on district funding:  Legislative decision-making on the CCSS 
 Another perceived theme that surfaced from my interview questions was the impacts on 
school funding and how legislative decisions may impact the Watertown School District.  One 
teacher, who had been teaching eight-and-half-years, reflected on the CCSS in terms of the 
amount of time and money Wisconsin and Watertown School District had spent on the Standards 
implementation; she also reflected on how the current governor is proposing to un-adopt the 
Common Core and create new, “even more rigorous” Standards for our state.  She felt so much 
time and money across the state and schools has been spent on the CCSS, it would be troubling if 
our state were to un-adopt the Standards.  Another teacher stated, “there’s a lot of political stuff 
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with the governor, like I heard things where he thinks [the CCSS] are not rigorous enough and 
that worries me.”  A few of the teachers interviewed at Riverview stated they felt the CCSS were 
just another “wave in education.”  They mentioned they were waiting to see how long these 
Standards were going to last and be implemented within our state and country.  According to the 
Associated Press (2014), the governor of Wisconsin recently made repeal on the Standards, by 
stating “the CCSS are not rigorous enough and that Wisconsin can create more robust standards 
indicative of our students’ needs and backgrounds.”  Many (i.e. public and legislators) within the 
state are concerned the millions of dollars allocated over the past four year for this initiative will 
be lost if the State chooses to go another direction.   
 Costs vary from state to state to implement the Standards; such costs may include 
professional development on the CCSS, update or expand current curriculum, and 
implementation of an assessment system (i.e. SBAS or PARCC).  Because the Standards are 
implemented and run locally within States, funding for the CCSS initiative are decided by the 
state legislators within the state budget for education.  The CCSS Initiative website (2015) 
encourages states to share “Core Ready” materials, curriculums, and ideas.  Because Smarter 
Balance and PARCC are only two assessment consortiums supported by the NGA and CCSSO to 
measure student achievement nationwide of the CCSS, Marx’s theory of capitalism (Callinicos, 
2011) is illustrated.  Smarter Balance and PARCC have provided a commodity, in which 
thousands of school districts across the United States, who have adopted the CCSS, will need to 
purchase the software, data systems, and technology to support theses assessment platforms; by 
the NGA and CCSSO endorsing only two consortia, the market is limited, which can alter the 
amount of money applied to these services provide.   
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 From time, planning, and implementation, to staff development, curriculum adaptation, to 
new curriculum, classroom materials, and assessments, this third grade teacher stated that she 
hoped the millions of dollars and time spent thus far in the Common Core adoption in Wisconsin 
would not be lost. 
 The principal shared her perception of the CCSS in terms of political and legislative 
realms, 
 Education is so interesting.  We don’t run a widget factory…everyone will give an 
 opinion on how to teach kids how to read because they’ve [legislators] all been through 
 it.  That political piece, and I just feel like they’re [legislators] are using Common Core as 
 a pawn as opposed to really understanding what the Common Core is. 
As a modern disciplinary technology of power, Foucault (1980) identified regulation, which 
refers to rules, procedures, and certain forms of knowledge; regulations limit acceptable behavior 
to control and maintain.  In correlation with the teacher and principal’s beliefs, including time, 
money, and politics of the Common Core, Foucault’s (1980) regulation would also encompass 
their beliefs.  The governor and legislators would be practicing regulation, if the decision to 
create new standards and un-adpot the CCSS comes to fruition.  Perceptions of the standards 
being more business-like, in terms of time, money, and political realms, were shared by the 
educators at Riverview.   
Impact on students’ learning: Mastery versus college/career readiness 
 
 Similar to mixed feelings on students’ social-emotional impacts from the CCSS, positive 
and negative feelings were shared on how the Standards impacted student learning.  A majority 
of the teachers interviewed stated students were taught so many objectives within the Standards 
benchmarks, but nothing for mastery.  Teachers perceived the Standards may be above students’ 
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understanding.  As one said, “they may never be mature enough to understand the Standards 
fully.”  As one fifth grade teacher elaborated,  
 You can occasionally see frustration from students with the Common Core State 
 Standards, just a lot of confusion. I feel like you almost have to teach some of the 
 Standards using like direct instruction or very scaffold-like modeling for them to be 
 successful because they would not naturally or write like that on their own or have 
 critical thinking [skills]. 
In implementation of the reading Standards and assessments, a few of the educators stated they 
can see frustration in their students, especially struggling readers.  One teacher shared,  
 I worry about those struggling kiddos where they [CCSS] are so rigorous like I wouldn't 
 want them to feel someday like everything was so hard and they're just you know, like 
 they feel like they are that much worse of a reader. 
Another teacher shared thoughts on writing instruction and complexities of the Standards, 
 [Some] first graders can’t even hold a pencil correctly; if we are focusing on the fact that 
 they, according to the Common Core, need to write the beginning, middle, and end pieces 
 of a story, some of them can’t even do that very well.  They may not have an order or a 
 sentence structure [in their writing]. 
Just because the CCSS are to be absorbed by students through methods such as “I can” 
statements, not all students are able to fully meet or understand the benchmarks outlined in the 
Standards; some teachers felt the language within the Standards and educational tasks 
recommended within the benchmarks may not be developmentally appropriate.  One teacher 
reflected, “the Standards are a little bit unrealistic as far as they [students] can accomplish at this 
point.”  Although rigorous and college-career ready Standards were delineated, some educators 
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felt the CCSS were too difficult; one said, “It’s very hard to get kids to feel good about learning 
from their own perspective; we are trying to help them stay motivated, but the [CCSS] language 
is awful [for younger students].” 
 The question of mastery versus college-career readiness is to be pondered.  Will mastery 
and meeting the grade-level benchmarks in the CCSS make a child college or career ready?  This 
is an area to develop as the Standards’ implementation progresses and to see what the college or 
career fields say of student preparation for post-secondary readiness.  A first grade teacher 
expressed her feelings on having to teach so many benchmarks for mastery, her stress, and 
imparting that stress onto students while learning: 
 I was going too fast because I was thinking about the next thing we had to do. He [the 
 student] looked at me, and he goes, ‘Stop. You are stressing me out.’ I'm like, ‘Okay. 
 Alright. You need to slow down.’ There is an incredible amount of pressure, which goes 
 into that what I said before about feeling unsuccessful a lot because there's just so 
 pressure on you and your heart.  So much stress felt from the teachers and then you push 
 that onto your students. 
She felt there were too many benchmarks to teach and for her students to reach by the end of first 
grade; she felt like she was rushing and having to push so much onto her students, so they meet 
the end of first grade benchmarks.  Feeling pressure of having students master the Standards, 
stress and less than quality teaching (i.e. rushing to get through material) were impacting the 
students in her classroom.  Is stress from the teacher and students necessary in learning and 
mastery towards the Standards?  How does covering so many, at times difficult Standards impact 
college-career preparation? 
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 In contrast to the negative perceptions held on the impacts of student learning from the 
CCSS, one teacher thinks the Standards will make students more college and career ready.  This 
teacher expanded on her thoughts by stating students would be more prepared for the workforce 
as they are educated within the CCSS frameworks; “If I were a business professional and 
wanting to employ somebody, I would be thrilled to know that they [students] have training and 
background based on these Common Core State Standards.”  Other positive perceptions of the 
ELA Standards and student impacts were summarized:  may become “more complex thinkers”; 
apply objective analysis in forming personal arguments and support their thinking to justify their 
position; and be exposed to a wide range of experiences with literature and writing; and 
preparedness for the next level in education.  One 5
th
 grade teacher stated,” They’ll [the students] 
become more complex thinkers; the Common Core takes things to a much deeper level, where 
you can’t just look at the surface.”  Another 3rd grade teacher said, “The students are going to 
learn skills that will make them successful in high school and college; the [CCSS] skills are 
really important and strong.”  The principal at Riverview stated favorably of the Standards, “I 
think they’re [students] going to be more aware.  They’re going to be able use critical reflection 
about thinking.  We have higher standards for vocabulary so they are able to be critical thinkers 
and go more deeply into text.”  Time will tell and provide a good gauge of how our current 
students under the Standards progress and succeed in the college or career world.  In addition to 
impacts on social-emotional well-being and student learning, impacts on teacher identities were 
shared by the Riverview staff.   
Impacts on teacher identities and well-being:  Education reform, both positive and 
 negative; “I’d like to back up the truck a little bit and start over.” 
 
 Teachers at Riverview held varied perceptions of the Common Core and its impact on 
identity and well-being; viewpoints also varied with the number of total years in teaching.  
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Positive impacts include a sense of collectivism among other educators across the U.S., feeling 
of being “more professional” and higher expectations for self and students.  Negative perceptions 
on impact of identity and well-being include feelings of stress, disorganization, and ambiguity as 
well as emotional and physical health implications was shared.  A few of the teachers stated the 
CCSS did not impact their identities as teachers in any way. 
 From the teachers’ interviews on how the CCSS impacts their identity and well-being, 
there were mixed emotions.  Teachers expressed the Standards provide a common language, one 
that is familiar and shared among other educators around the United States; this was a positive 
dimension where there is a sense of collectivism and unity within the teaching profession.  
Accountability and a feeling of more respect from the public also emerged from teacher 
perceptions on the CCSS; one teacher stated they felt “more professional” by teaching with the 
Standards.  Three of the six teachers interviewed stated they like cohesion the CCSS provides 
from State to State, district to district, as this would be an easier transition for the transient 
student population and educators of those students.  One early-career third grade teacher stated, 
“The CCSS provides an opportunity for more in-depth thinking and critical reflection on my 
teaching.”   
 In reflection on implementation of the Standards and impact on positive self-identity, one 
educator at Riverview shared, 
 “[CCSS is] tough, it’s serious, it’s demanding.  So I have to be serious, I have to be 
 professional , we have to get to work, a lot of grit.  I feel like I have higher expectations 
 for kids and then I think that has a positive sense of identity on myself.  I like that.” 
This was the only use of the word “grit” during all my interviews with Riverview teachers.  It 
was mentioned favorably in light positive self-image and professionalism as a teacher with 
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implementation of the Standards.  Duckworth et al. (2007) defined “grit” as the tendency to 
sustain interest in and effort toward very long-term goals.  I wonder if grit will become more 
prevalent as a theme within adaptation and meeting teaching goals of the CCSS as years 
progress. 
 Years of teaching seemed to impact educator identity and perceptions on the Common 
Core.  Teachers who have been teaching ten years or less were very comfortable in talking about 
the Standards and current educational reform; they also appeared to feel more acclimated with 
the CCSS focus on student data and assessment.  One of teachers with more than ten years’ 
experience noted, “the younger kids [teachers] coming in are trained with this and feel more 
comfortable.”  This educator further elaborated the “younger teachers” missed out on the “golden 
years of teaching.” When I asked this educator to expand, she stated when teaching was fun, 
creative, and when classrooms were not run by governmental mandates; in her opinion, she felt 
many teachers within the district and Midwest held the same beliefs as lament and grief.   
 Three of six educators shared the Common Core State Standards did not impact their 
teaching identities; “[CCSS] really hasn’t change my identity in any way.  I don’t really think it 
has.”  Another teacher said,”[CCSS] hasn’t changed how I interact with anybody else in our 
building or my positive-ness about teaching.  I still love teaching, love being in the classroom.” 
 In contrast to the more favorable reflections upon the Standards, teachers shared how 
they felt disorganized and ambiguous in interpretation and implementation of the CCSS; this 
perception also resonated with Riverview’s thoughts on the need for staff development and more 
training on the Standards.  Four of the six teacher expressed feeling “overwhelmed” both 
professionally and personally.  Negative impacts on bodily and mental health were shared 
including anxiety, depression, and a “sense of feeling crazy.”  Many of the teachers stated they 
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know colleagues who use and are in need of medication to help with their emotional stresses.  
One teacher shared how stresses from the educational reforms have caused her ocular migraines 
which required a referral for a neurologist.  Low teacher morale and feeling “edgy” were 
common ideas shared by this group of teachers when asked how the Common Core impacts 
identity.  Though seemingly cool and collected to parents and public, as Goffman’s dramaturgy 
(Brissett & Edgley; 1990, Trevino, 2003) argued, teachers experiencing change can elicit a sense 
performance (i.e. need to act one way in light of public perception and expectation) and being on 
stage (i.e. classroom).   Emotional worries, anxiety, bodily stresses, and low teacher morale were 
shared within the school at Riverview, but not publicly, as they “performed” with grace and ease.  
 One teacher expressed her feelings on the Standards and worry of job security in stating, 
“I think somebody told me [CCSS] should be great and I listened to them because I wanted to 
keep my job.”  Worry over jobs can be stressful; teachers being asked to teach the Common Core 
do so without hesitation because they want to keep their job.  Another teacher lamented, “I feel 
like I’m being asked to maybe do things that go against, not my moral compass, like in a church 
sense, but what I really believe is right in education.  I feel torn.”  This educator shared the 
Standards did not encompass all she felt was important to teaching, that is meeting, reaching, and 
impacting all students, academically, socially, and emotionally.  In contrast, one teacher stated 
determination to staying mentally healthy in light of the low morale within education, “Stay 
positive.  We know what we have to focus on; I think we’ve [teachers] got our head in the right 
direction.”  In addition to impacts on students’ social-emotional wellbeing and learning, mixed 
perceptions of impacts on teachers’ identities and well-beings were shared by the educators at 
Riverview.   
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Impacts on instruction/pedagogy/reading:  “Why not shoot for the moon?” 
 Perceptions on the Standards were varied and vast, from “hate them,” “feel like I am 
teaching everything at 65%,” to “we are almost to the point of being unrealistic at times, but why 
not shoot for the moon?”  A majority of the teachers’ interviewed at Riverview Elementary 
stated the CCSS changed their classroom instruction.  Positive impacts on teachers’ instruction 
included becoming a better reader and teacher, a sense of determination and drive to help 
students succeed at a higher level, and opportunity for personal reflection on teaching.  A fifth 
grade teacher stated, “[The Standards] made me aware of things I didn’t know what was 
expected of a 5
th
 grader.”  This awareness of the increased grade level expectations caused this 
teacher to implement new teaching strategies, curriculum, and materials to meet suggested 
Standards benchmarks.  Implementation and display of “I can” statements in every K-5 
classroom at Riverview was another instructional impact from the CCSS.  A third grade teacher 
said assessments and lessons are created and planned based on the Standards, which vary by 
trimester in expectation of student growth.   
 Two educators stated they were more critical about their classroom instruction, knew 
what they needed to evaluate within the Standards, but did not know how to effectively reach 
these goals.  One teacher stated they felt as if the CCSS provided “road signs along the way to 
keep you focused,” so there was a sense of direction, but how to get there was another area to be 
developed.  Personal development of critical thinking skills through questioning was a shared by 
half (three out of six) of the teachers on how they have adapted and improved their teaching.  
 Another positive perception of impacts on instruction and pedagogy from the CCSS 
include emphasis on teacher collaboration, in working/planning together with teaching and or 
grade level teaching colleagues. Under the RtI framework, teachers at Riverview have a common 
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planning time with their grade level partner once per week; lessons and assessments based on the 
CCSS were created as well as review of student work and data.  The idea of “our” students 
versus “your” students seemed to be identified through teacher collaboration.  Teachers 
expressed how they liked to have more conversations with their teaching colleagues, but finding 
time always seem to factor/impact their collaboration.  Lack of time was a similar theme present 
in implementation, support, and staff development on the CCSS.   
 Some negative perceptions on impacts of teacher instruction included lack of creativity 
and feeling of the Standards being prescribed and inauthentic.  Since the Watertown School 
District adopted the reading curriculum, Good Habits, Great Readers in 2012, one teacher 
expressed, in teaching with the CCSS and using the current curriculum, she felt she had to “back 
pedal” and there were gaps to fill within the existing curriculum.  For example, in using the 
existing Good Habits, Great Readers curriculum, grade level benchmarks (i.e. vocabulary, 
specific reading skills or strategies) within the Common Core may not be readily addressed or 
present thus teachers having to create or find materials to meet the standard.  Another teacher 
stated she needed help in her instruction, specifically with Reading Literature standards which 
address integrating ideas from multiple sources (i.e. fiction and nonfiction, various genres).   
 Educators at Riverview Elementary shared both positive and negative perceptions on 
reading instruction and pedagogy from the Common Core State Standards.  A majority of the 
teachers felt language and vocabulary within the CCSS has been powerful for student learning.  
The principal reflected, “we have higher standards for vocabulary so [the students] are able to be 
critical thinkers and go more deeply into text.”  They expressed their students have been 
challenged with higher level and complex vocabulary in their reading, writing, speaking, and 
listening skills as evidenced in the ELA Standards.  A fifth grade teacher stated, 
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 There is more of a challenge for students because they’re being asked to know and 
 understand more.  I ask more critical questions; it makes my focus on what we’re 
 targeting a little more specific. Students gain more experience with literature, critical 
 reflection, and more ways to show what they know about what they’re reading. 
 Guided reading was stated by all Riverview educators as meeting diverse student needs in 
reading instruction; guided reading is a reading strategy where all students are placed into 
various reading groups based on reading level or reading skill need (Fountas & Pinnell, 1996).  
Guided reading groups vary in size, three to five students, working with one teacher.  Various 
genres of books and reading strategies are utilized within guided reading.  One third grade 
teacher stated, “guided reading is really the place where I’m able to meet the needs of the diverse 
students’ reading abilities and that’s where I can see the most growth.”  A fifth grade teacher 
said, “guided reading is the number one way I meet diverse student needs in reading.”   
 In addition to guided reading, another reading strategy, close reading, was mentioned by 
all upper elementary teachers (3
rd
, 4
th
, and 5
th
); these teachers stated they use close reading 
during their guided reading instruction.  One fifth grade teacher said, “We’ve been doing a lot 
with close reading strategies, where you read a paragraph and circle the most important words to 
come up with the gist each paragraph and then from there come up with a main idea.”  In the 
previous school year, Riverview teachers completed a book study on Notice and Note: Strategies 
for Close Reading (Beers & Probst, 2013) which provided an overview and framework for close 
reading.  Close reading is highly associated and a suggested reading strategy aligned with the 
CCSS, but does not emphasize incorporation of background knowledge or prior experiences of 
the students.  According to the Common Core State Standards Initiative website,  
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 Students who meet the Standards readily undertake the close, attentive, reading 
 that is at the heart of understanding and enjoying complex works of literature. 
 They habitually perform the critical reading necessary to pick carefully through 
 the staggering amount of information available today in print and digitally.  They 
 actively seek the wide, deep, and thoughtful engagement with high-quality literary 
 and informational texts that builds knowledge, enlarges experience, and broadens 
 world views. They reflexively demonstrate the cogent reasoning and use of 
 evidence essential to both private deliberation and responsible citizenship in a 
 democratic republic. (NGA & CCSSO, 2015) 
 
 All of the Riverview teachers stated they used a balanced literacy framework for reading 
instruction; parts of balanced literacy include guided reading, shared reading, read aloud, 
individual reading, and Writer’s Workshop.  The principal elaborated, 
  We use a balanced literacy approach, meaning that we make sure that our students 
  get read alouds, shared reading, guided reading, independent reading.  We have  
  writing program, making sure all kids have Writer’s Workshop.  We have   
  opportunities for whole group, small group, and individual types [reading   
  instruction].  Our resource is  Good Habits, Great Readers by Pearson; that has all 
  the components of a balanced literacy program. 
All mentioned using the Good Habits, Great Readers curriculum as their main source for reading 
instruction.  When asked to reflect upon a curriculum and or reading instruction of their own 
choosing to implement in their classrooms, teachers shared the following characteristics:  based 
on the CCSS; more authentic literature and quality novels; engage students with texts; create life-
PERCEPTIONS OF THE CCSS   80 
 
 
 
long readers/students who “fall in love” with reading; a classroom community for students to feel 
connected; and choice, both for students and teachers.  One third grade teacher said, “If I could 
choose, I’d really want kids being lifelong readers.  I want them reading for enjoyment.”  
Another teacher stated, “it would be a balance of both fiction and nonfiction; we have a great 
deal of informational text, but I want to make sure it’s rich text and engaging for students.”  A 
teacher stated on choosing their own reading curriculum, “I would do more group instruction in 
reading, where all the kids would be connected with each other more.” 
 Rigor and complexity of text levels has increased through the Common Core.  Levels of 
books can be measured in several ways.  The CCSS recognizes Lexiles which can be described 
as “a quantitative measure to measure the complexity of text; various formulas to calculate 
Lexile level or readability of a text can include word length, sentence length, and semantic and 
syntactic complexities” (NGA & CCSSO, 2015, p. 7).  From Appendix A (2015), in the 
Common Core ELA Standards, “Text Complexity Grade Bands and Associated Lexile Ranges,” 
illustrates the increase of Lexile levels K-12: 
Table 1:  Text Complexity Grade Bands and Associated Lexile Ranges 
Text Complexity Grade Band 
in the Standards 
Old Lexile Ranges Lexile Ranges Aligned to 
College-Career Readiness 
(CCR) expectations 
K–1 N/A N/A 
2–3 450–725 450–790 
4–5 645–845 770–980 
6–8 860–1010 955–1155 
9–10 960–1115 1080–1305 
11–College/Career Readiness 
(CCR) 
1070–1220 1215–1355 
 
If teachers at Riverview did not specifically mention the Lexile level increase as evidenced in the 
Common Core, but rather they stated an increase of reading levels and text complexity overall.  
One third grade teacher said, “We are supposed to be assessing all of the students at the current 
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third grade reading level, however, this can be really challenging for low readers to be 
successful. The reading levels have gone up.”  Teachers perceived their struggling readers to be 
falling behind the current CCSS benchmarks, how would they feel to know the actual Lexile 
level increase in texts?  Knowing this information, would it further change and impact teachers’ 
classroom reading instruction?  Do they feel all students would be able to succeed and 
experience growth in reading under the new benchmarked reading standards?  Perhaps this is 
something that will come later as the teachers at Riverview further unpack the Standards.   
 Half of the teachers stated frustration in teaching reading Standards because they felt as if 
they were interrupting their students’ reading to ask questions.  Frequent interruptions, with 
questions like, “what do you think the author meant?” or “why do you think this character made 
that choice?” are used a prompts which align with specific/certain Standards.  In frustration, two 
teachers blatantly said, “Just let them read!”  If you want to create readers, give students an 
opportunity to read (Allington, 2011).   
 In listening and analyzing teacher responses to the question on impacts to daily 
instruction, the Common Core State Standards has been personified; teacher comments on the 
Standards included, “[CCSS] makes me…,” “it forces/forced me…,” “it taught me…,” “I 
follow,” “it made me…,” “it told me…,” “it pushed me…,” and “it helps/helped me.”   
Educators at Riverview shared both positive and negative reflections on teaching instruction and 
how the Standards have seemed to become an external “force” to reckon.   
 Force was also a prevalent word used to describe how students are taught within the 
CCSS (i.e. “forced to explain their thinking,” “kids are forced to justify,” and “kids are forced to 
talk,” etc.).  The theme of force as indicated by the Riverview educators aligned with one of 
Foucault’s (1980) modern disciplinary technology of power in standardization; within 
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standardization, what is normal and acceptable within school curriculums, assessment, pedagogy, 
and practice are instituted from administrative levels, both locally and nationally.  The scripted 
Common Core State Standards and Anglo-centric educational reform agenda establish and 
perpetuate power through visible and invisible force.  Perceived impacts on students’ social-
emotional wellbeing and learning as well as teacher identity and pedagogy/instruction were 
shared by the Riverview teachers; another perceived impact, on assessment, was shared. 
Impacts on assessment:  “Data rich, but information poor.” 
 A majority of the teachers interviewed at Riverview stated they felt authenticity was 
affected in the area of assessment and measurement of the Common Core State Standards.  
Authenticity within assessment in this paper is defined as purposeful, meaningful, and relevant; 
for example, assessments should not be created just to assess a Standard, there should be more 
purpose as to what, why, and how this impacts students.  Assessments need to be created to 
measure a certain Standard, where it feels inauthentic and scripted.  Teachers noted they were 
“teaching to the test,” meaning instruction, curriculum, and materials were focused on the 
outcomes of the prescribed assessments in the district and from the CCSS.  In addition, this also 
lead to a majority of teachers feeling overwhelmed to match and or create assessments to match 
the report card statements, which have been altered to reflect the Standards, in Watertown School 
District; even with common collaboration time, as grade level teams, teachers felt they spent a 
lot of time developing assessments to fit the report card statements which may not indicate a 
student’s true progress or understanding.  A third grade teacher stated, “That’s the hard part, in 
getting the [assessments] to reach all the Standards in a way that’s meaningful to the [students].”  
 For a positive impact on assessment, two teachers stated the assessments and report card 
statements challenged them to provide more concrete student examples/work samples and dig 
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deeper into their student data; these teachers felt they had to identify more Core-specific skills to 
share with parents.  For example, instead of sharing with parents, “your child needs to work on 
reading comprehension;” these educators provided more concrete information on comprehension 
like, “for Reading Literature (R.L.) Standard 4.6, your child can work on ‘comparing and 
contrasting the point of view from which different stories are narrated, including the difference 
between first- and third-person narrations.’”   
 Another impact of the CCSS assessment shared, teachers and students benefit positively 
from usage of “I can” statements in classrooms.  In addition to assessment impacts, educators at 
Riverview previously noted “I can” statements impact social-emotional well-being and intrinsic 
motivation as well.  “I can” statements displayed in K-5 rooms are informal assessment measures 
that students can partake and develop ownership in their own learning.  An example of an “I can” 
statement that may be displayed in a fifth grade classroom could include, “I can determine two or 
more main ideas of a text and explain how they are supported by key details,” which reflects 
Reading Informational (R.I.) Standard 5.2.  The reading specialist/literacy coach stated, 
 It [“I can” statements] also helps teachers help their kids to know what they need to be 
 learning.  I think that’s another really great shift of the Common Core is that we’re now 
 sharing with kids what we want them to know.  Before we were just teaching, and the 
 kids didn’t know what the end outcome was supposed to be.  Now with those “I can” 
 statements, we’re trying to tell them this is what we want you to learn.  This is the goal, 
 so they have something to shoot for. 
“I can” statements were a positive perception of assessment in the Common Core for the 
Riverview educators because of their transparency as well as ability to give students agency in 
their education.   
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 In addition to “I can” statements and assessments outlined within the report card, 
elementary teachers within the Watertown School District are to administer the Developmental 
Reading Assessment (DRA2) and Phonological Awareness Literacy Screening (PALS).  The 
DRA2 is a diagnostic reading inventory, which measures fluency, comprehension, and word 
recognition skills from a running record; the DRA2 is taken on all students K-5.  PALS is an 
inventory which measures various levels of phonological awareness (i.e. concepts of a word, 
phonemes, letter identification, rime, word patterns, etc.); PALS is administered to all K-2 
students.  The principal of Riverview supports the newly formed CCSS report card assessments 
but also the continuation of DRA2 and PALS; she stated, “[our school] is data rich, but 
information poor.”  The usage and implementation of more assessments, in this principal’s 
opinion, is needed to help students and provide more instructional information to teachers and 
parents.  The principal further elaborated on the importance of stories and understanding 
students’ background; these thoughts coincide with the Riverview teachers’ views on 
authenticity in assessment by having a purpose, meaning, and relevancy for the tests.   
Impacts on student diversity and instruction 
 Within the Common Core State Standards (2015), there are no specific recommendations 
for instruction in working with diverse learners; these teaching strategies are left to the individual 
states and school districts to create guidelines in meeting diverse student needs.  The reading 
specialist/literacy coach stated, “pretty much every teacher in our district has had some sort of 
culturally relevant training, so they should have background knowledge in how to teach in 
culturally relevant ways.”  Within the RtI framework at Riverview, daily intervention groups are 
held for thirty-minutes; classroom teachers, specialists, and other staff within the school meet 
with groups of students to work on specific instructional skills and needs.  As the principal 
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stated, “It’s all hands on deck,” where even the media specialist, music, art, and physical 
education teachers meet with students.   
 A few of the teachers at Riverview shared their feelings of the CCSS impacts on diverse 
students; one stated the need for more flexibility within the Standards for students of various 
academic levels and backgrounds, including English-Language Learners, special education 
students, and gifted students.  Another stated, “depending on where [the students] fall in EL 
[English Language Learner] testing, they will get pulled for time with the EL teacher, which I 
appreciate because this is one less time where they have to be independent.  They’re getting 
instruction somewhere.”  To meet diverse student needs, especially with achieving and 
struggling readers, one educator stated, “I usually break the rules by reading what I want and 
adding good chapter books.”  In elaboration on this teacher’s comment, they stated they infuse 
chapter books in reading instruction, which are not recommended within the current school 
curriculum of Good Habits, Great Readers.  Another third grade teacher stated,  
 I think you, yourself allow that to happen [meet diverse student needs and I think 
 whether it’s the Standards or Common Core assessment, anything like that, I don’t know 
 that any of those things have room for diversity, but the teacher makes room for diversity.  
 You figure it out yourself, but I think all of our kids are being expected to be at the same 
 place and we have to figure out how to do that. 
As teachers across the nation, state, and within the Watertown School District continue to 
implement the CCSS, impacts on students with diverse needs should be examined closely.  The 
Common Core State Standards are focused on college and career-readiness, which includes all 
students.  The CCSS do not provide specific recommendations on working with students of 
diverse needs and backgrounds, school districts need to ensure students’ needs are being met at 
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school levels.  Perceptions of impacts on students with diverse needs were shared by the 
educators at Riverview School.   
Chapter Summary 
 Through my case study at Riverview Elementary, Goffman’s dramaturgy (Brissett & 
Edgley, 1990; Trevino, 2003) can be applied as a metaphor to teacher perceptions of the 
Common Core State Standards.  The implementation of the CCSS can be approached as a stage 
performance.  The teachers and educators are the performers on the stage, while the public, 
administrators, and educational legislators are the audience.   A combination of grade level 
specific standards, guiding CCSS district documents, “Core Ready” curriculum and materials, 
assessments, report cards, and Standards’ framework are the scripts the teachers are 
implementing and trying to better understand on a daily basis in their teaching.  It might feel to 
the educators at Riverview they have to perform and learn these scripts, with minimal time, 
before opening night.  How would an audience/public member feel if they had to memorize 
hundreds of pages within a script (i.e. CCSS documents) and perform with only days in 
preparation?  How would the performance appear to the audience if there were little to no 
opportunities to practice blocking, rehearsing, (i.e. collaboration, staff development, training, 
etc.) creating set and costumes (i.e. CCSS benchmarks, assessments, differentiation for diverse 
learners, community within the classroom environment) for the performance (i.e. daily classroom 
instruction)?  Who is the director of the show and how are the performers impacted by the 
director’s decisions?  The reviews of the show may not be overly positive and the outcomes for 
students within the performance (i.e. learning, assessment results, and funding) may be impacted.  
The audience members may not fully understand what the teachers/performers are feeling, the 
perceived impacts on them (i.e. teacher identity and well-being).  As the teachers at Riverview 
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continue to embrace their roles on the school stage, I hope the audience is receptive to their 
perceived needs and impacts for future performances.   
 In this chapter, I identified major themes and subthemes within teacher and administrator 
perceptions of the Common Core State Standards.  Two major themes of need and impact 
emerged from the perceptions and data of CCSS, with subthemes including the need for staff 
development/training, support, time and better understanding as well as impacts on students’ 
social-emotional well-being, district funding, student learning, teacher identities and well-being, 
instruction/pedagogy/reading, assessment, and student diversity.  I apply theory from Freire, 
Goffman, and Marx to frame themes within the data from the teacher interviews at Riverview as 
well as metaphor from Goffman’s dramaturgy.  In the next chapter, I will provide a conclusion 
for my study and recommendations for future study in the area of teacher perceptions of the 
Common Core. 
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CHAPTER FIVE:  CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 This chapter provides a summary of my qualitative research study, questions, findings, 
and analysis; conclusions and recommendations for future study are also suggested.  The purpose 
of my qualitative case study was to better understand teacher perceptions of the Common Core 
State Standards and how those Standards impacted classroom instruction, specifically in reading 
instruction.  I interviewed eight (seven women and one man) educators total, six classroom 
teachers and two administrators (one principal and one reading specialist/literacy coach).  Total 
number of years in education varied between seven and twenty-one years. 
 This study addressed my initial research questions: how do the Common Core State 
Standards influence teacher perception and do these perceptions impact reading instruction in the 
elementary classroom?  Through analysis of the data, even more questions arose on perceptions 
of the CCSS, which required follow-up interviews to clarify my questions.  Using semi-
structured interviews, I was able to extract data to help better identify perceptions of the CCSS 
and gain a deeper understanding of Riverview’s teacher needs and impacts from the Standards.  
The interview data indicated two major themes of need and impact with several subthemes 
within need and impact including needs for staff development/training, support, time and better 
understanding as well as impacts on students’ social-emotional well-being, district funding, 
student learning, teacher identities and well-being, instruction/pedagogy/reading, assessment, 
and student diversity.  Freire and Macedo (1987) critical pedagogy and co-construction of 
learning, Goffman’s (Brissett & Edgley, 1990; Trevino, 2003) dramaturgy, and Marx’s theory of 
capitalism (Callinicos, 2011) were applied as theory within the subthemes on perceptions of 
needs and impacts.   
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 The previous chapter mainly focused upon teacher perceptions of the Common Core, and 
highlighted a few commonalities and contrasts from administrator perceptions.  Because of the 
existing research of the Standards and administrator perceptions, I focused more on the input 
from classroom teachers and their reflections.  They represent a missing voice from the research 
until this study.   
Conclusions 
 Based on my initial research questions on teacher perceptions of the Common Core State 
Standard and data analysis, I draw the following conclusions:  there are mixed feelings, both 
positive and negative, on implementation of the Standards, similar to Cheng’s (2012) study; 
there are mixed feelings, both positive and negative, of impact on teacher identity and sense of 
professionalism, which also complements Rulison’s (2012) study on teacher self-efficacy; the 
Standards do impact teacher decision making, instructional methods, and pedagogy within daily 
classroom instruction, specifically reading; with CCSS implementation, mental and bodily health 
seem to be impacted with several teachers interviewed; and a need for more time, planning, and 
collaboration as well as quality staff development is essential for effective Standards 
implementation.   
Recommendations 
 The Common Core focuses on student performance/results of standardized assessments, 
mainly the Badger Exam, for the students at Riverview and in Wisconsin.  DuFour, DuFour, 
Eaker, and Many (2010) argued, “Test scores will take care of themselves when schools and the 
people within them are passionately committed to helping each student develop the knowledge, 
skills, and dispositions essential to his or her success” (p. 89).  The Common Core State 
Standards are not going away from Wisconsin anytime in the near future, so it is imperative 
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those educators within the Watertown School District and specifically at Riverview School, have 
time with the Standards for better overall understanding and continued collaboration with their 
colleagues for assessment and student data analysis.  With so many educational initiatives 
occurring throughout the state of Wisconsin, school districts need to ensure teachers have time 
and quality staff development opportunities to effectively and efficiently implement such 
changes, including the CCSS.  Based on my data analysis and conclusions, I recommend the 
following for school districts to help with the Common Core State Standards implementation and 
teacher/student needs and impacts: more time and staff development/training opportunities and 
support should be provided at school and district level, perhaps within a Professional Learning 
Framework and critically, reflective teachers as leaders should be empowered within a school 
setting.  I will discuss each of these recommendations in depth.   
More time, staff development, and training with the CCSS 
 Providing teachers and administrators with time to develop a foundational knowledge and 
deeper understanding of the CCSS is essential to successful educational change (Bostic & 
Matney, 2013; Wiener, Aspen Institute, & Organizational Council of Chief State School, 2013).  
A majority of teachers in this study expressed a need for more information and knowledge on the 
Standards.  They want to feel as if they fully understand what the Standard is asking, what they 
are being asked to teach their students, and what their options are for implementation and 
assessment. 
 Staff development and training is imperative to effect implementation of educational 
reform (Bostic & Matney, 2013; International Reading Association, 2012; Kendall, 2011; Kober, 
Rentner, & Center on Education Policy, 2011, 2012; McLaughlin & Overturf, 2013; Wiener, 
Aspen Institute, & Organizational Council of Chief State School, 2013).  School districts 
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nationwide seem to be struggling with the hows and whys, to provide time, training, and quality 
staff development.  Quality staff development should consider teacher input, by providing 
opportunities for teachers to share their thoughts/opinions on how and what can be included in 
their training.  Time is a foundational piece to learning and implementing educational reforms; 
within the RtI framework, time and teacher collaboration are at the center of student learning.  
School districts need to be cognizant of time allocation (i.e. weekly grade level meetings or early 
dismissal for staff development) and expectations of what teachers can actually do in the time 
given.  With all the educational initiatives being simultaneously implemented, school district 
administrators should consider teacher’s perceptions and have conversations about teacher and 
student needs.  For example, for the month of January, the focus of staff development can be on 
Educator Effectiveness; staff development can be co-created by the school administrators while 
taking into account teachers’ concerns and questions by survey.  These concerns and questions 
received from the teachers can provide the agenda for the learning of that day.   
 By providing teacher support, stress and its effects on bodily and mental health should be 
lessened.  Various opportunities of support could include staff wellness activities (i.e. social 
hour, yoga, meditation, etc.), more time with the reading specialist/literacy coach, and counseling 
from the school counselor and or school psychologist.  With change, individuals deal with stress 
in varying ways; because of the major shift and expectations in implementation of the CCSS, not 
to mention other education initiatives (i.e. Educator Effectiveness, merit-based-pay, SLOs, etc.) 
and meeting diverse student needs, there seems to be more stress on teachers now than ever.   
 Professional Learning Communities (PLCs) are one framework in which meaningful staff 
development, time for learning and collaboration, and support can occur.  A few years ago, the 
Watertown School District began implementation of PLCs, but nothing ever fully developed; the 
PERCEPTIONS OF THE CCSS   92 
 
 
 
PLC framework was absorbed by the RtI framework, in terms of similar focuses on collaboration 
and student data.  Because of the perceived needs and impacts of the Common Core at Riverview 
School, PLCs may be one strategy that can help administrators and teachers implement 
meaningful staff development and collaboration; this might be a good opportunity for Riverview 
teachers to revisit the PLC framework from a few years back.  PLCs might provide an 
opportunity for teachers’ voices to be heard and shared as well as the time needed to develop 
understanding and work with the Standards.  Professional Learning Communities are just one 
way the Standards might be addressed more thoroughly at Riverview School.   
 Because Professional Learning Communities are rooted within a social context of 
collaborative learning among people and focus on students, social cognitive theories and 
practices would apply.  According to Bandura (1986), social cognitive theory is an explanation 
of how humans think and why they are motivated to follow certain activities in society; there is 
interplay of cognitive, behavioral, and environmental factors that influence an individual’s 
actions within social and cultural contexts.  What a teacher thinks and perceives will be 
foundational to how they act and behave in certain situations.  So, if the teachers at Riverview 
perceive needs and impacts of the CCSS, these feelings will influence their behaviors and 
thoughts within their school.  If these perceived needs and impacts are shared collectively among 
colleagues within a PLC framework, perhaps changes can occur within their social and cultural 
contexts at school, specifically with the Common Core.  Applying social cognitive theory within 
a Professional Learning Community may be one way Riverview teachers can feel/create support, 
make time, and change their perceived needs and impacts of the CCSS.  In addition to the 
recommendation for more quality staff development and time within a PLC framework, teachers 
at Riverview can develop their leadership skills and personal reflection within critical pedagogy.   
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Teachers as leaders-curriculum, reform, and reflection 
 In a recent study of 81 teacher and school leader research teams in Nevada, Reeves 
(2008) identified significant influences on teacher learning.  Among journal articles, graduate or 
undergraduate courses, and advice from colleagues, teachers stated they were most highly 
influenced by their peers in new learning (p. 2).  “Teachers not only exert significant influence 
on the performance of students, but they also influence the performance of other teachers and 
school leaders” (Reeves, 2008, p. 2).  The role of teachers as leaders in schools and driving 
educational initiatives can positively impact the implementation of the Common Core State 
Standards; teacher leaders’ personal critical reflection on changes should be developed with and 
challenged by colleagues.   
 In addition to teachers as leaders in curricular changes, I believe teacher leaders can share 
their voice and demonstrate critical reflection to educational reform overall.  I feel teachers need 
to demonstrate awareness on the hidden curriculum (Apple, 1976; 2004) as well as develop 
critical consciousness by asking reflective questions (Giroux, 1981) on educational initiatives.  
According to Giroux (1981), teachers tend to view themselves as “impartial facilitators who 
operate in a value-free and ideologically uncontaminated classroom setting” (p. 80).   
More than just classroom issues and definitions of ideology within schools, reflective questions 
challenge traditional schooling, chosen knowledge, and prescribed curriculums; these questions 
dig deeper in looking at race, class, gender, societal, and cultural capital that currently exist 
within our hegemonic schools.  As teachers at Riverview continue to “unpack” the Standards, 
critical thinking and reflection can develop, leading to more practices of critical pedagogy.   
 Giroux (1990) urged teachers to be active as public intellectuals and demonstrate critical 
pedagogy.  By being a public intellectual, teachers provide students with an understanding of 
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how knowledge and power come together in reading and writing texts; use critical language and 
eliminate teaching practices which make some students voiceless; and promote dialectic dialogue 
and co-learning constructions between the students and teacher (Giroux, 1990, p. 377-378).  
Giroux (1990) contended, “Educational workers must also take seriously articulating a morality 
that posits a language of public life, emancipatory community, and individual and social 
commitment (p. 381).  I believe some teachers at Riverview do practice critical reflection and 
implement critical pedagogy practices, while others may need help to start developing their 
understanding of critical pedagogy and or personal reflection.  Societal issues like freedom, 
social justice, and building an inclusive community are not part of the CCSS benchmarks, but 
they could very well be explored through critical thinking, critical writing, and closely reading, 
as recommended by the Common Core.  Teachers and students can deeply examine texts and 
curriculum for viewpoints that may be left or misrepresented.  Teachers and students can create 
co-learning experiences, infused with dialogue, to develop awareness and more critical thinking.  
 Because of so many educational reforms and changes the teachers at Riverview have 
experienced over the last few years, basic understanding of the CCSS is first and foremost in 
perceived needs and impacts.  Critical pedagogy is something that is secondary for most, which 
may develop over time and after teachers have had a real opportunity to wrap their minds around 
the Standards.  Teachers should have the opportunity to reflect and discuss foundational 
educational issues of diversity and culture as opposed to just surficial issues; they should be 
allowed to share their thoughts and voice their opinions in a safe, supportive way, without being 
reprimanded or penalized.  Conversations and critical reflection can start small at Riverview and 
teacher leaders can facilitate the dialogue.  Since the Common Core and educational reforms (in 
general) are mandated by state and local legislation, I feel teachers need to start the conversations 
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at the grassroots level, among peers, friends, families, and then move onto elected officials who 
hold power in educational change.   
Summary 
 To promote effective and efficient change within schools, time, quality staff 
development, teacher support, and teacher reflection are essential.  Educational changes can be 
cumbersome for many within school districts, but by providing time, staff development, and 
support, they can help alleviate unnecessary stresses.  In the context of social cognitive theory, 
Professional Learning Communities may be one strategy to help with teacher learning of the 
Common Core and peer collaboration.  Teachers in education need to be encouraged to critically 
reflect upon their teaching, curriculum, and Standards they are implementing, to look deeper at 
foundational societal issues and ask reflective questions; this will help educators develop critical 
thinking, infuse critical pedagogy, cultivate relationships with diverse student populations, and 
ultimately, impact social, emotional, and academic growth for all in society.   
Future Study 
 Because my study was limited in the number of teachers interviewed as well as the 
emerging research on teacher perceptions of the Common Core State Standards, I feel a larger 
sample of teachers would be beneficial to represent a vast population.  All of the teachers within 
this case study identify as white, so there is also a need for representation of diverse cultures and 
backgrounds; in addition to the need for diverse backgrounds, it would also be helpful to expand 
the research to include more males for additional teaching perspectives.  Since this case study 
was conducted within an elementary school, I would also recommend teacher perceptions be 
further explored at the middle and high school levels.  Since I mainly focused on teacher 
perceptions and that there were studies conducted with superintendents, deputy superintendents, 
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and school districts, further research could be conducted with administrators including principals 
and assistant principals.  Depending on school and school district employment of reading 
specialist/literacy coaches, their viewpoints and perceptions may also be areas of research to 
explore further in light of the CCSS, leadership, support, and staff development.   
 In reflection of the NGA and CCSSO (2015) statement on close reading, the last sentence 
struck me, “…responsible citizenship in a democratic republic;” “responsible citizenship” though 
only implied by the Riverview teachers’ perceptions on the ELA Standards’ promoting college 
and career readiness, the importance of close reading to our “democracy” was not indicated.  It 
seems to me the reflective statement from the NGA and CCSSO on close reading within the 
Standards is part of students’ patriotic duty in being an American student.  I did not find these 
feelings within the teachers from Riverview on close reading, but perhaps this is something that 
could develop as time progresses in teaching the Common Core and to consider for later study.  
 One content area that could be explored further is the Math Common Core State 
Standards as there is only one study (Bostic & Matney, 2013).  Another future study could 
address the attrition rate of states that chose to un-adopt the Standards and look at the perceptions 
and impacts on their teachers and students.  Upon analysis of my interviews, there were several 
questions that arose; these questions outlined within my paper could be an extension and or 
continuation of this study.  One unintended theme which emerged from the data on the CCSS, 
negative impacts on bodily and mental health, should be explored further.  These may impact 
teacher longevity/duration in the teaching field as well as affect the future of the teaching 
profession and ultimately, our children and society as a whole.   
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Chapter Summary 
 In chapter five, I identify conclusions drawn from the data as well as provided 
recommendations for school districts who are implementing the Common Core State Standards.  
Time, quality staff development, teacher support, leadership, and critical reflection are essential 
to positive educational reform.  Because the area (i.e. teacher perceptions of the Common Core 
State Standards) I chose to investigate is relatively new and has emerging research, there are 
several opportunities for further exploration and future study.   
Closing Reflection 
“Do not judge me by my successes, judge me by how many times I fell down and got back up 
again.”   
Nelson Mandela 
 
 Through this research journey, I am in awe of my teaching colleagues.  In these times of 
constant educational reform and flux, state and national mandates and initiatives, their strength, 
flexibility, and perseverance amaze and inspire me daily.  I am so fortunate knowing there are 
teachers who care so deeply about our students, our future; those teachers have the courage to 
ask, “what if?,” “how about?,” and “why?” and truly understand our students are more than a 
prescribed curriculum or framework of standards.   
 For my educator colleagues, continue to reflect on why you chose to teach and celebrate 
the positive impacts, connections, relationships, and growth with students.   A myriad of 
personal, social, and cultural characteristics as well as academic abilities and needs, contribute to 
a child’s whole being and identity; always remember a child is more than a test score.  Keep 
asking questions of your administrators and other educational stakeholders, where the lines of 
communication are open for reciprocal and purposeful conversations.  In those conversations, 
continue to be an advocate for yourself and your students.   
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 I am reassured if colleagues may be afraid to speak or not know questions to ask, they 
have teacher leaders who will provide support and encouragement in doing what should be done 
for each voice to be heard.  My hope is educators continue to stand strong together in 
representation of the teaching profession; be sure to listen to your heart and minds in being a 
voice of reason for students.  Take time away from your teacher’s manuals and Standards 
documents to engage students in critical conversations, problem-posing questions, and reflection 
of issues that are real to students; co-create learning and continue to be inspired by children.  
With all you are being asked to do in one day, do not be afraid to question, “when is enough, 
enough?”  Take care of yourselves, loved ones, colleagues, and students.  The power of 
collaboration and support of each other will help in perseverance to sustain and promote 
educational change within our schools and community, thus positively impacting our society and 
future.   
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Appendix B 
Interview Questions 
PROMPT AND QUESTIONS FOR TEACHERS: 
“How are you today?  Thank you for agreeing to be part of my qualitative study on teacher 
perceptions of the Common Core State Standards.  (Give teacher the IRB consent form to read 
and sign).  By signing the IRB form, you are consenting to participate in my qualitative study on 
teacher perceptions of the Common Core State Standards.  For our interview, I am going to ask 
you some questions; feel free to respond to them initially, or if you need time to process, I am 
happy to skip a question and return to it after you have had time to think.  I will be using my 
electronic tablet to record our conversation.  Our conversation will later be transcribed for data 
analysis.  I will be using pseudonyms for your name and school for anything published.  Do these 
processes sound reasonable to you?  If at any time during our interview you feel uncomfortable 
and want to discontinue our conversation, I will turn off the recorder and the interview will stop.  
I will, however, use any data collected prior to stopping our interview as part of my research.  
Does that sound fair? (IF the interviewee thinks it is UNFAIR to use their data in my research, if 
and after they ask to stop or are uncomfortable, I will inform them I will NOT use their 
responses as part of my study).  Do you have questions about what you should do if you feel 
uncomfortable with the questions I ask?  Are there any questions about the interview or my 
study, such as why I am doing this research and how will be used?  Anything you would like to 
ask before we begin?  If you have questions after we are done with the interview, do you 
understand how to contact me, my dissertation chair, and the Institutional Review Board if you 
have concerns?  Finally, what questions do you have regarding my research project?  If you 
become uncomfortable during our interview and would like to stop, can you please describe 
what I will do with your data? To ensure confidentiality of yourself, school, and school district, 
can you summarize what I will do to protect confidentiality?  Thank you again for your time and 
participation in my study!  You are helping better understand teacher perceptions of the 
Common Core State Standards.” 
 
1. Describe how you teach reading.  In other words, walk me through a “day in the life” of a 
reading instruction in your classroom. 
 
 
 
 
2. What are the expectations of the school and school district on reading instruction?  Please 
describe.   
 
 
 
 
3. If you could choose curriculum and plan reading instruction, what would it include or 
how would it look in your classroom? 
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4. Are you familiar with the CCSS reading standards for literary and nonfiction texts?  If 
yes, can you describe or tell me how these standards might be taught or how they look in 
your reading instruction?  If yes and teachers need a visual reference, provide Standards 
of specific/corresponding grade level.  If no, I will provide a copy of their 
specific/corresponding grade level reading Standards to look over and then ask how 
these may look in their instruction.   
 
 
 
5. How do you encourage critical thinking in reading? 
 
 
 
6. How do you evaluate the Standards, as teacher and for your students? 
 
 
 
7. How do you meet diverse student needs in your reading instruction? 
 
 
 
 
8. I have read the Standards may be referred to as one-size-fits all.  Do you feel the 
Standards allow you to meet individual student needs and diversities?  Please describe.   
 
 
 
9. What do the Standards mean to you? 
 
 
 
 
 
10. In your opinion as an educator, what might you gain from the CCSS? 
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11. In your opinion, what might your students gain from the CCSS? 
 
 
 
 
12. What are your concerns (if any) of the CCSS? 
 
 
 
 
13. What are your students’ concerns (if any) of the CCSS? 
 
 
 
14. What are the school and school district expectations of implementation and teaching of 
the CCSS?  Please describe.   
 
 
 
15. What type of training have you received on the Standards? 
 
 
 
16. Is there district-wide, school-level, and or grade-level support for implementation of the 
CCSS?  Please describe.   
 
 
 
17. How do the CCSS change or impact your reading instruction? 
 
18. How do the CCSS impact your sense of professionalism? 
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19. How do the CCSS impact your sense of identity as a teacher?  
 
 
 
20. Any other thoughts you would like to share about the CCSS? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Title or position: 
 
Years of teaching: 
 
Gender: 
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PROMPT AND QUESTIONS FOR ADMINISTRATOR and READING SPECIALIST: 
“How are you today?  Thank you for agreeing to be part of my qualitative study on perceptions 
of the Common Core State Standards.  (Give administrator the IRB consent form to read and 
sign).  By signing the IRB form, you are consenting to participate in my qualitative study on 
perceptions of the Common Core State Standards.  For our interview, I am going to ask you 
some questions; feel free to respond to them initially, or if you need time to process, I am happy 
to skip a question and return to it after you have had time to think.  I will be using my electronic 
tablet to record our conversation.  Our conversation will later be transcribed for data analysis.  
I will be using pseudonyms for your name, school, and school district for anything published.  
Do these processes sound reasonable to you?  If at any time during our interview you feel 
uncomfortable and want to discontinue our conversation, I will turn off the recorder and the 
interview will stop.  I will, however, use any data collected prior to stopping our interview as 
part of my research.  Does that sound fair? (IF the interviewee thinks it is UNFAIR to use their 
data in my research, if and after they ask to stop or are uncomfortable, I will inform them I will 
NOT use their responses as part of my study).  Do you have questions about what you should do 
if you feel uncomfortable with the questions I ask?  Are there any questions about the interview 
or my study, such as why I am doing this research and how will be used?  Anything you would 
like to ask before we begin?  If you have questions after we are done with the interview, do you 
understand how to contact me, my dissertation chair, and the Institutional Review Board if you 
have concerns?  Finally, what questions do you have regarding my research project?  If you 
become uncomfortable during our interview and would like to stop, can you please describe 
what I will do with your data? To ensure confidentiality of yourself, school, and school district, 
can you summarize what I will do to protect confidentiality?  Thank you again for your time and 
participation in my study!  You are helping better understand perceptions of the Common Core 
State Standards.” 
 
 
1. Describe how your reading program and delivery looks in your school/school district. 
 
 
 
 
2. What are the expectations of the school and school district on reading instruction?  Please 
describe.   
 
 
 
3. How was the reading curriculum for the school district decided?  What processes were 
involved for choosing the current literacy curriculum in your school/school district? 
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4. Are you familiar with the CCSS reading standards for literary and nonfiction texts?  If 
yes, can you describe or tell me how these standards might be taught or how they look in 
classroom reading instruction?  If yes and need a visual reference, provide K-5 reading 
Standards.  If no, I will provide a copy of K-5 reading Standards to look over and then 
ask how these may look in their instruction.   
 
 
 
5. How does your curriculum and teachers encourage critical thinking in reading? 
 
 
 
6. How do your curriculum and teachers evaluate the Standards for students? 
 
 
 
7. How does your reading curriculum and teachers meet diverse student needs? 
 
 
 
8. I have read the Standards may be referred to as one-size-fits all.  Do you feel the 
Standards allow opportunities to meet individual student needs and diversities?  Please 
describe.   
 
 
 
 
9. What do the Standards mean to you? 
 
 
 
 
10. In your opinion as an administrator/district literacy coordinator, what might teachers gain 
from the CCSS? 
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11. In your opinion as an administrator/district literacy coordinator, what might students gain 
from the CCSS? 
 
 
 
 
12. What are your concerns (if any) of the CCSS? 
 
 
 
13. What are students’ concerns (if any) of the CCSS? 
 
 
 
14. What are the school and school district expectations of implementation and teaching of 
the CCSS?  Please describe.   
 
 
 
15. What type of training have you received on the Standards? 
 
 
 
16. Is there district-wide, school-level, and or grade-level support for implementation of the 
CCSS?  Please describe.   
 
 
 
17. How do the CCSS change or impact reading instruction in the classroom? 
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18. How does the CCSS impact professionalism or identity of teachers? 
 
 
 
19. Any other thoughts you would like to share about the CCSS? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Title or position: 
 
Years of teaching: 
 
Gender: 
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Appendix C 
Participant Consent Form 
 
CONSENT FORM 
UNIVERSITY OF ST.  THOMAS  
 
“Perceptions of the Common Core State Standards and the impact on elementary teachers and  
classroom reading instruction.” 
 
I am conducting a qualitative case study about perceptions of the Common Core State Standards and the 
impact on elementary teachers and classroom reading instruction. I invite you to participate in this 
research study.  You were selected as a possible participant because of your knowledge and current 
experience as a classroom teacher in an elementary school and overall expertise to the profession of 
education.  Please read this form and ask any questions you may have before agreeing to be in the study. 
 
This study is being conducted by Emily Hines, under advisement of Dr. Deborah DeMeester, Department 
of Education, Leadership, and Counseling, University of St. Thomas, Minneapolis, Minnesota.   
 
Background Information: 
 
The purpose of this study is to develop a deeper understanding of perceptions of the Common Core State 
Standards and the impacts on elementary teachers and reading instruction in the classroom.  Outcomes of 
this study will hopefully impact positive changes and support in implementation of the Standards within 
local and national school districts. 
 
Procedures: 
 
If you agree to be in this study, I will ask you to do the following:  answer my interview questions to the 
best of your ability, experience, and knowledge.  I will take notes and record our interview for 
transcription and data collection purposes.  The interview should last 30-40 minutes.   
 
Risks and Benefits of Being in the Study: 
 
The study has several risks.  First, as an interviewee, you will be sharing personal stories, information, 
and or opinions that may be sensitive to yourself or others.  Second, there may be ethical issues that 
surface in regards to your personal beliefs versus school/district/national beliefs.  There is some risk by 
sharing your personal experiences, beliefs, and opinions; all information collected will be handled with 
care and data will be shared to help better understand perceptions of the Common Core State Standards.  
Third, participation in this study is voluntary, thus reducing risk and vulnerability.   
 
The direct benefits you will receive for participating in this interview are your personal contribution and 
voice to a study which hopefully, will impact fellow colleagues, school district administration, and other 
educational stakeholders on the Common Core State Standards. 
 
Compensation: 
 
There is no compensation for your time.  Your important thoughts will add to the knowledge base in 
understanding perceptions of the Common Core State Standards. 
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Confidentiality: 
 
The records of this study will be kept confidential.  In any sort of report I publish, I will not include 
information that will make it possible to identify you in any way.  I will use pseudonyms of your name, 
school, and school district.  The types of records I will create include anecdotal notes, transcribed 
interviews, and an electronic recording of our interview.  I will keep the anecdotal notes in my 
dissertation file, in a locked file cabinet at my office.  I will keep the verbal interview in a locked file on 
my electronic tablet and transcribed interview in my dissertation file, locked in my file cabinet.  I will 
keep the recording of our interview on my electronic tablet, also stored in my locked file cabinet.  My 
advisor and committee members will have access to my data collection, only if needed.  Working within 
higher education, I hope to use the data collected from this study, to establish and grow my research base 
of the Common Core State Standards.   
 
Voluntary Nature of the Study: 
 
Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary. Your decision whether or not to participate will not 
affect your current or future relations with the Eau Claire Area School District, the University of 
Wisconsin-Eau Claire, or the University of St. Thomas.  If you decide to participate, you are free to 
withdraw at any time up to and until January 1, 2015.  Should you decide to withdraw data collected 
about you, I will still use your information contributed.  You are also free to skip any questions I may ask.   
 
Contacts and Question: 
 
My name is Emily Hines.  You may ask any questions you have now.  If you have questions later, you 
may contact me at 715-577-5248/715-232-5487 or hinese@uwstout.edu.  You may also contact my 
advisor, Dr. Deb DeMeester, at 651-962-4379.  The University of St. Thomas Institutional Review Board 
can be reached at 651-962-5341 with any questions or concerns you may have. 
You will be given a copy of this form to keep for your records. 
 
Statement of Consent: 
 
I have read the above information.  My questions have been answered to my satisfaction.  I consent to 
participate in the study and allow digital recording of our interview.  I am at least 18 years of age.   
 
 
______________________________   ________________ 
Signature of Study Participant    Date 
 
 
______________________________________ 
Print Name of Study Participant  
 
 
______________________________   ________________ 
Signature of Researcher     Date 
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Appendix D 
Email Invitation 
 
From: RooseveltStaff-owner@students.ecasd.k12.wi.us [RooseveltStaff-
owner@students.ecasd.k12.wi.us] On Behalf Of Olson, Melissa L (Roosevelt) 
[molson2@ecasd.k12.wi.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 04, 2014 8:41 AM 
To: rooseveltstaff@students.ecasd.k12.wi.us 
Cc: Hines, Emily 
Subject: [RooseveltStaff] Request for teacher volunteers 
 
HI All, 
Our former colleague Emily Hines is on a journey to a doctoral degree!  She is well on her way!  
See her email below and please consider volunteering to help her with her project!  If you are 
willing and able, please contact Emily directly via email. 
 
Thanks, 
Melissa 
 
Warm Greetings to my Fellow Roosevelt Colleagues! 
  I have a favor for your consideration and just had to “go back to my roots,” to an exceptional 
school.  I am beginning my doctoral dissertation research and need your help/input!  With 
Melissa’s support, I plan to conduct a qualitative research case study on teacher perceptions of 
the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) and how they impact you and your reading 
instruction.  There is emerging research on perceptions of the CCSS, but I believe teachers’ 
voices need more representation.  If you are interested and willing to help me in my study, please 
email me at hinese@uwstout.edu.  I will then reply to your email with a few dates and times to 
schedule an interview later this summer.  Thank you so much for your consideration and help 
with my study!  GO TIGERS!! 
Emily Hines (Berg) 
 
 
This email was scanned for viruses at the gateway of the Eau Claire Area School District 
(ECASD). ECASD is in no way responsible for the content of this email or possible damage to 
your computer or network as a result of opening it or any attachments associated with it. (PM2) 
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Appendix E 
List of Participants 
 
Title Years of Teaching 
Principal (administrator) 21 
Reading Specialist/Literacy Coach 
(administrator) 
8.5 
First grade teacher 14 
Third grade teacher 15 
Third grade teacher 7 
Fourth grade teacher 15 
Fifth grade teacher 17 
Fifth grade teacher 10 
*7 women, 1 man 
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Appendix F 
Transcriber Confidentiality 
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Appendix G 
Common Core State Standards-Reading:   
Literature, Informational text, and Foundational skills   
Kindergarten-Fifth Grade 
 
Source: Common Core State Standards. (2010/2014). National Governors Association Center for 
 Best Practices, Council of Chief State School Officers, Washington D.C.  Retrieved from 
 http://www.corestandards.org/ELA-Literacy/ 
 
English Language Arts Standards » Reading: Literature » Kindergarten 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.K.1 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.K.2 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.K.3 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.K.4 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.K.5 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.K.6 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.K.7 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.K.8 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.K.9 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.K.10 
Key Ideas and Details: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.K.1 
With prompting and support, ask and answer questions about key details in a text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.K.2 
With prompting and support, retell familiar stories, including key details. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.K.3 
With prompting and support, identify characters, settings, and major events in a story. 
Craft and Structure: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.K.4 
Ask and answer questions about unknown words in a text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.K.5 
Recognize common types of texts (e.g., storybooks, poems). 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.K.6 
With prompting and support, name the author and illustrator of a story and define the role of 
each in telling the story. 
Integration of Knowledge and Ideas: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.K.7 
With prompting and support, describe the relationship between illustrations and the story in 
which they appear (e.g., what moment in a story an illustration depicts). 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.K.8 
(RL.K.8 not applicable to literature) 
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CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.K.9 
With prompting and support, compare and contrast the adventures and experiences of characters 
in familiar stories. 
Range of Reading and Level of Text Complexity: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.K.10 
Actively engage in group reading activities with purpose and understanding. 
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English Language Arts Standards » Reading: Literature » Grade 1 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.1.1 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.1.2 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.1.3 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.1.4 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.1.5 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.1.6 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.1.7 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.1.8 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.1.9 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.1.10 
Key Ideas and Details: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.1.1 
Ask and answer questions about key details in a text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.1.2 
Retell stories, including key details, and demonstrate understanding of their central message or 
lesson. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.1.3 
Describe characters, settings, and major events in a story, using key details. 
Craft and Structure: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.1.4 
Identify words and phrases in stories or poems that suggest feelings or appeal to the senses. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.1.5 
Explain major differences between books that tell stories and books that give information, 
drawing on a wide reading of a range of text types. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.1.6 
Identify who is telling the story at various points in a text. 
Integration of Knowledge and Ideas: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.1.7 
Use illustrations and details in a story to describe its characters, setting, or events. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.1.8 
(RL.1.8 not applicable to literature) 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.1.9 
Compare and contrast the adventures and experiences of characters in stories. 
Range of Reading and Level of Text Complexity: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.1.10 
With prompting and support, read prose and poetry of appropriate complexity for grade  
  
PERCEPTIONS OF THE CCSS   125 
 
 
 
English Language Arts Standards » Reading: Literature » Grade 2 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.2.1 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.2.2 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.2.3 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.2.4 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.2.5 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.2.6 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.2.7 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.2.8 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.2.9 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.2.10 
Key Ideas and Details: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.2.1 
Ask and answer such questions as who, what, where, when, why, and how to demonstrate 
understanding of key details in a text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.2.2 
Recount stories, including fables and folktales from diverse cultures, and determine their central 
message, lesson, or moral. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.2.3 
Describe how characters in a story respond to major events and challenges. 
Craft and Structure: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.2.4 
Describe how words and phrases (e.g., regular beats, alliteration, rhymes, repeated lines) supply 
rhythm and meaning in a story, poem, or song. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.2.5 
Describe the overall structure of a story, including describing how the beginning introduces the 
story and the ending concludes the action. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.2.6 
Acknowledge differences in the points of view of characters, including by speaking in a different 
voice for each character when reading dialogue aloud. 
Integration of Knowledge and Ideas: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.2.7 
Use information gained from the illustrations and words in a print or digital text to demonstrate 
understanding of its characters, setting, or plot. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.2.8 
(RL.2.8 not applicable to literature) 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.2.9 
Compare and contrast two or more versions of the same story (e.g., Cinderella stories) by 
different authors or from different cultures. 
Range of Reading and Level of Text Complexity: 
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CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.2.10 
By the end of the year, read and comprehend literature, including stories and poetry, in the 
grades 2-3 text complexity band proficiently, with scaffolding as needed at the high end of the 
range. 
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English Language Arts Standards » Reading: Literature » Grade 3 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.3.1 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.3.2 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.3.3 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.3.4 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.3.5 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.3.6 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.3.7 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.3.8 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.3.9 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.3.10 
Key Ideas and Details: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.3.1 
Ask and answer questions to demonstrate understanding of a text, referring explicitly to the text 
as the basis for the answers. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.3.2 
Recount stories, including fables, folktales, and myths from diverse cultures; determine the 
central message, lesson, or moral and explain how it is conveyed through key details in the text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.3.3 
Describe characters in a story (e.g., their traits, motivations, or feelings) and explain how their 
actions contribute to the sequence of events. 
Craft and Structure: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.3.4 
Determine the meaning of words and phrases as they are used in a text, distinguishing literal 
from nonliteral language. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.3.5 
Refer to parts of stories, dramas, and poems when writing or speaking about a text, using terms 
such as chapter, scene, and stanza; describe how each successive part builds on earlier sections. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.3.6 
Distinguish their own point of view from that of the narrator or those of the characters. 
Integration of Knowledge and Ideas: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.3.7 
Explain how specific aspects of a text's illustrations contribute to what is conveyed by the words 
in a story (e.g., create mood, emphasize aspects of a character or setting) 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.3.8 
(RL.3.8 not applicable to literature) 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.3.9 
Compare and contrast the themes, settings, and plots of stories written by the same author about 
the same or similar characters (e.g., in books from a series). 
Range of Reading and Level of Text Complexity: 
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CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.3.10 
By the end of the year, read and comprehend literature, including stories, dramas, and poetry, at 
the high end of the grades 2-3 text complexity band independently and proficiently. 
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English Language Arts Standards » Reading: Literature » Grade 4 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.4.1 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.4.2 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.4.3 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.4.4 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.4.5 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.4.6 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.4.7 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.4.8 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.4.9 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.4.10 
Key Ideas and Details: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.4.1 
Refer to details and examples in a text when explaining what the text says explicitly and when 
drawing inferences from the text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.4.2 
Determine a theme of a story, drama, or poem from details in the text; summarize the text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.4.3 
Describe in depth a character, setting, or event in a story or drama, drawing on specific details in 
the text (e.g., a character's thoughts, words, or actions). 
Craft and Structure: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.4.4 
Determine the meaning of words and phrases as they are used in a text, including those that 
allude to significant characters found in mythology (e.g., Herculean). 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.4.5 
Explain major differences between poems, drama, and prose, and refer to the structural elements 
of poems (e.g., verse, rhythm, meter) and drama (e.g., casts of characters, settings, descriptions, 
dialogue, stage directions) when writing or speaking about a text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.4.6 
Compare and contrast the point of view from which different stories are narrated, including the 
difference between first- and third-person narrations. 
Integration of Knowledge and Ideas: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.4.7 
Make connections between the text of a story or drama and a visual or oral presentation of the 
text, identifying where each version reflects specific descriptions and directions in the text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.4.8 
(RL.4.8 not applicable to literature) 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.4.9 
Compare and contrast the treatment of similar themes and topics (e.g., opposition of good and 
evil) and patterns of events (e.g., the quest) in stories, myths, and traditional literature from 
different cultures. 
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Range of Reading and Level of Text Complexity: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.4.10 
By the end of the year, read and comprehend literature, including stories, dramas, and poetry, in 
the grades 4-5 text complexity band proficiently, with scaffolding as needed at the high end of 
the range. 
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English Language Arts Standards » Reading: Literature » Grade 5 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.5.1 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.5.2 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.5.3 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.5.4 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.5.5 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.5.6 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.5.7 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.5.8 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.5.9 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.5.10 
Key Ideas and Details: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.5.1 
Quote accurately from a text when explaining what the text says explicitly and when drawing 
inferences from the text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.5.2 
Determine a theme of a story, drama, or poem from details in the text, including how characters 
in a story or drama respond to challenges or how the speaker in a poem reflects upon a topic; 
summarize the text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.5.3 
Compare and contrast two or more characters, settings, or events in a story or drama, drawing on 
specific details in the text (e.g., how characters interact). 
Craft and Structure: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.5.4 
Determine the meaning of words and phrases as they are used in a text, including figurative 
language such as metaphors and similes. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.5.5 
Explain how a series of chapters, scenes, or stanzas fits together to provide the overall structure 
of a particular story, drama, or poem. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.5.6 
Describe how a narrator's or speaker's point of view influences how events are described. 
Integration of Knowledge and Ideas: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.5.7 
Analyze how visual and multimedia elements contribute to the meaning, tone, or beauty of a text 
(e.g., graphic novel, multimedia presentation of fiction, folktale, myth, poem). 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.5.8 
(RL.5.8 not applicable to literature) 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.5.9 
Compare and contrast stories in the same genre (e.g., mysteries and adventure stories) on their 
approaches to similar themes and topics. 
Range of Reading and Level of Text Complexity: 
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CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RL.5.10 
By the end of the year, read and comprehend literature, including stories, dramas, and poetry, at 
the high end of the grades 4-5 text complexity band independently and proficiently 
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English Language Arts Standards » Reading: Informational Text » Kindergarten 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.K.1 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.K.2 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.K.3 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.K.4 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.K.5 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.K.6 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.K.7 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.K.8 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.K.9 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.K.10 
Key Ideas and Details: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.K.1 
With prompting and support, ask and answer questions about key details in a text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.K.2 
With prompting and support, identify the main topic and retell key details of a text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.K.3 
With prompting and support, describe the connection between two individuals, events, ideas, or 
pieces of information in a text. 
Craft and Structure: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.K.4 
With prompting and support, ask and answer questions about unknown words in a text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.K.5 
Identify the front cover, back cover, and title page of a book. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.K.6 
Name the author and illustrator of a text and define the role of each in presenting the ideas or 
information in a text. 
Integration of Knowledge and Ideas: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.K.7 
With prompting and support, describe the relationship between illustrations and the text in which 
they appear (e.g., what person, place, thing, or idea in the text an illustration depicts). 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.K.8 
With prompting and support, identify the reasons an author gives to support points in a text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.K.9 
With prompting and support, identify basic similarities in and differences between two texts on 
the same topic (e.g., in illustrations, descriptions, or procedures). 
Range of Reading and Level of Text Complexity: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.K.10 
Actively engage in group reading activities with purpose and understanding. 
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English Language Arts Standards » Reading: Informational Text » Grade 1 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.1.1 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.1.2 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.1.3 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.1.4 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.1.5 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.1.6 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.1.7 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.1.8 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.1.9 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.1.10 
Key Ideas and Details: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.1.1 
Ask and answer questions about key details in a text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.1.2 
Identify the main topic and retell key details of a text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.1.3 
Describe the connection between two individuals, events, ideas, or pieces of information in a 
text. 
Craft and Structure: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.1.4 
Ask and answer questions to help determine or clarify the meaning of words and phrases in a 
text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.1.5 
Know and use various text features (e.g., headings, tables of contents, glossaries, electronic 
menus, icons) to locate key facts or information in a text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.1.6 
Distinguish between information provided by pictures or other illustrations and information 
provided by the words in a text. 
Integration of Knowledge and Ideas: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.1.7 
Use the illustrations and details in a text to describe its key ideas. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.1.8 
Identify the reasons an author gives to support points in a text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.1.9 
Identify basic similarities in and differences between two texts on the same topic (e.g., in 
illustrations, descriptions, or procedures). 
Range of Reading and Level of Text Complexity: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.1.10 
With prompting and support, read informational texts appropriately complex for grade 1. 
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English Language Arts Standards » Reading: Informational Text » Grade 2 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.2.1 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.2.2 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.2.3 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.2.4 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.2.5 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.2.6 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.2.7 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.2.8 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.2.9 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.2.10 
Key Ideas and Details: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.2.1 
Ask and answer such questions as who, what, where, when, why, and how to demonstrate 
understanding of key details in a text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.2.2 
Identify the main topic of a multiparagraph text as well as the focus of specific paragraphs within 
the text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.2.3 
Describe the connection between a series of historical events, scientific ideas or concepts, or 
steps in technical procedures in a text. 
Craft and Structure: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.2.4 
Determine the meaning of words and phrases in a text relevant to a grade 2 topic or subject area. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.2.5 
Know and use various text features (e.g., captions, bold print, subheadings, glossaries, indexes, 
electronic menus, icons) to locate key facts or information in a text efficiently. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.2.6 
Identify the main purpose of a text, including what the author wants to answer, explain, or 
describe. 
Integration of Knowledge and Ideas: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.2.7 
Explain how specific images (e.g., a diagram showing how a machine works) contribute to and 
clarify a text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.2.8 
Describe how reasons support specific points the author makes in a text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.2.9 
Compare and contrast the most important points presented by two texts on the same topic. 
Range of Reading and Level of Text Complexity: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.2.10 
By the end of year, read and comprehend informational texts, including history/social studies, 
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science, and technical texts, in the grades 2-3 text complexity band proficiently, with scaffolding 
as needed at the high end of the range. 
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English Language Arts Standards » Reading: Informational Text » Grade 3 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.3.1 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.3.2 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.3.3 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.3.4 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.3.5 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.3.6 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.3.7 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.3.8 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.3.9 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.3.10 
Key Ideas and Details: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.3.1 
Ask and answer questions to demonstrate understanding of a text, referring explicitly to the text 
as the basis for the answers. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.3.2 
Determine the main idea of a text; recount the key details and explain how they support the main 
idea. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.3.3 
Describe the relationship between a series of historical events, scientific ideas or concepts, or 
steps in technical procedures in a text, using language that pertains to time, sequence, and 
cause/effect. 
Craft and Structure: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.3.4 
Determine the meaning of general academic and domain-specific words and phrases in a text 
relevant to a grade 3 topic or subject area. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.3.5 
Use text features and search tools (e.g., key words, sidebars, hyperlinks) to locate information 
relevant to a given topic efficiently. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.3.6 
Distinguish their own point of view from that of the author of a text. 
Integration of Knowledge and Ideas: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.3.7 
Use information gained from illustrations (e.g., maps, photographs) and the words in a text to 
demonstrate understanding of the text (e.g., where, when, why, and how key events occur). 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.3.8 
Describe the logical connection between particular sentences and paragraphs in a text (e.g., 
comparison, cause/effect, first/second/third in a sequence). 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.3.9 
Compare and contrast the most important points and key details presented in two texts on the 
same topic. 
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Range of Reading and Level of Text Complexity: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.3.10 
By the end of the year, read and comprehend informational texts, including history/social studies, 
science, and technical texts, at the high end of the grades 2-3 text complexity band independently 
and proficiently. 
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English Language Arts Standards » Reading: Informational Text » Grade 4 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.4.1 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.4.2 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.4.3 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.4.4 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.4.5 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.4.6 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.4.7 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.4.8 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.4.9 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.4.10 
Key Ideas and Details: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.4.1 
Refer to details and examples in a text when explaining what the text says explicitly and when 
drawing inferences from the text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.4.2 
Determine the main idea of a text and explain how it is supported by key details; summarize the 
text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.4.3 
Explain events, procedures, ideas, or concepts in a historical, scientific, or technical text, 
including what happened and why, based on specific information in the text. 
Craft and Structure: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.4.4 
Determine the meaning of general academic and domain-specific words or phrases in a text 
relevant to a grade 4 topic or subject area. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.4.5 
Describe the overall structure (e.g., chronology, comparison, cause/effect, problem/solution) of 
events, ideas, concepts, or information in a text or part of a text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.4.6 
Compare and contrast a firsthand and secondhand account of the same event or topic; describe 
the differences in focus and the information provided. 
Integration of Knowledge and Ideas: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.4.7 
Interpret information presented visually, orally, or quantitatively (e.g., in charts, graphs, 
diagrams, time lines, animations, or interactive elements on Web pages) and explain how the 
information contributes to an understanding of the text in which it appears. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.4.8 
Explain how an author uses reasons and evidence to support particular points in a text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.4.9 
Integrate information from two texts on the same topic in order to write or speak about the 
subject knowledgeably. 
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Range of Reading and Level of Text Complexity: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.4.10 
By the end of year, read and comprehend informational texts, including history/social studies, 
science, and technical texts, in the grades 4-5 text complexity band proficiently, with scaffolding 
as needed at the high end of the range. 
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English Language Arts Standards » Reading: Informational Text » Grade 5 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.5.1 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.5.2 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.5.3 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.5.4 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.5.5 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.5.6 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.5.7 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.5.8 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.5.9 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.5.10 
Key Ideas and Details: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.5.1 
Quote accurately from a text when explaining what the text says explicitly and when drawing 
inferences from the text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.5.2 
Determine two or more main ideas of a text and explain how they are supported by key details; 
summarize the text. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.5.3 
Explain the relationships or interactions between two or more individuals, events, ideas, or 
concepts in a historical, scientific, or technical text based on specific information in the text. 
Craft and Structure: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.5.4 
Determine the meaning of general academic and domain-specific words and phrases in a text 
relevant to a grade 5 topic or subject area. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.5.5 
Compare and contrast the overall structure (e.g., chronology, comparison, cause/effect, 
problem/solution) of events, ideas, concepts, or information in two or more texts. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.5.6 
Analyze multiple accounts of the same event or topic, noting important similarities and 
differences in the point of view they represent. 
Integration of Knowledge and Ideas: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.5.7 
Draw on information from multiple print or digital sources, demonstrating the ability to locate an 
answer to a question quickly or to solve a problem efficiently. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.5.8 
Explain how an author uses reasons and evidence to support particular points in a text, 
identifying which reasons and evidence support which point(s). 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.5.9 
Integrate information from several texts on the same topic in order to write or speak about the 
subject knowledgeably. 
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Range of Reading and Level of Text Complexity: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RI.5.10 
By the end of the year, read and comprehend informational texts, including history/social studies, 
science, and technical texts, at the high end of the grades 4-5 text complexity band independently 
and proficiently. 
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English Language Arts Standards » Reading: Foundational Skills » Kindergarten 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.K.1 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.K.2 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.K.3 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.K.4 
Print Concepts: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.K.1 
Demonstrate understanding of the organization and basic features of print. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.K.1.a 
Follow words from left to right, top to bottom, and page by page. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.K.1.b 
Recognize that spoken words are represented in written language by specific sequences of letters. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.K.1.c 
Understand that words are separated by spaces in print. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.K.1.d 
Recognize and name all upper- and lowercase letters of the alphabet. 
Phonological Awareness: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.K.2 
Demonstrate understanding of spoken words, syllables, and sounds (phonemes). 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.K.2.a 
Recognize and produce rhyming words. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.K.2.b 
Count, pronounce, blend, and segment syllables in spoken words. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.K.2.c 
Blend and segment onsets and rimes of single-syllable spoken words. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.K.2.d 
Isolate and pronounce the initial, medial vowel, and final sounds (phonemes) in three-phoneme 
(consonant-vowel-consonant, or CVC) words.
1
 (This does not include CVCs ending with /l/, /r/, 
or /x/.) 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.K.2.e 
Add or substitute individual sounds (phonemes) in simple, one-syllable words to make new 
words. 
Phonics and Word Recognition: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.K.3 
Know and apply grade-level phonics and word analysis skills in decoding words. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.K.3.a 
Demonstrate basic knowledge of one-to-one letter-sound correspondences by producing the 
primary sound or many of the most frequent sounds for each consonant. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.K.3.b 
Associate the long and short sounds with the common spellings (graphemes) for the five major 
vowels.  
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CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.K.3.c 
Read common high-frequency words by sight (e.g., the, of, to, you, she, my, is, are, do, does). 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.K.3.d 
Distinguish between similarly spelled words by identifying the sounds of the letters that differ. 
Fluency: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.K.4 
Read emergent-reader texts with purpose and understanding. 
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English Language Arts Standards » Reading: Foundational Skills » Grade 1 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.1.1 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.1.2 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.1.3 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.1.4 
Print Concepts: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.1.1 
Demonstrate understanding of the organization and basic features of print. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.1.1.a 
Recognize the distinguishing features of a sentence (e.g., first word, capitalization, ending 
punctuation). 
Phonological Awareness: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.1.2 
Demonstrate understanding of spoken words, syllables, and sounds (phonemes). 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.1.2.a 
Distinguish long from short vowel sounds in spoken single-syllable words. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.1.2.b 
Orally produce single-syllable words by blending sounds (phonemes), including consonant 
blends. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.1.2.c 
Isolate and pronounce initial, medial vowel, and final sounds (phonemes) in spoken single-
syllable words. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.1.2.d 
Segment spoken single-syllable words into their complete sequence of individual sounds 
(phonemes). 
Phonics and Word Recognition: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.1.3 
Know and apply grade-level phonics and word analysis skills in decoding words. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.1.3.a 
Know the spelling-sound correspondences for common consonant digraphs. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.1.3.b 
Decode regularly spelled one-syllable words. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.1.3.c 
Know final -e and common vowel team conventions for representing long vowel sounds. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.1.3.d 
Use knowledge that every syllable must have a vowel sound to determine the number of 
syllables in a printed word. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.1.3.e 
Decode two-syllable words following basic patterns by breaking the words into syllables. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.1.3.f 
Read words with inflectional endings. 
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CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.1.3.g 
Recognize and read grade-appropriate irregularly spelled words. 
Fluency: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.1.4 
Read with sufficient accuracy and fluency to support comprehension. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.1.4.a 
Read grade-level text with purpose and understanding. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.1.4.b 
Read grade-level text orally with accuracy, appropriate rate, and expression on successive 
readings. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.1.4.c 
Use context to confirm or self-correct word recognition and understanding, rereading as 
necessary. 
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English Language Arts Standards » Reading: Foundational Skills » Grade 2 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.2.3 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.2.4 
Phonics and Word Recognition: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.2.3 
Know and apply grade-level phonics and word analysis skills in decoding words. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.2.3.a 
Distinguish long and short vowels when reading regularly spelled one-syllable words. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.2.3.b 
Know spelling-sound correspondences for additional common vowel teams. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.2.3.c 
Decode regularly spelled two-syllable words with long vowels. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.2.3.d 
Decode words with common prefixes and suffixes. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.2.3.e 
Identify words with inconsistent but common spelling-sound correspondences. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.2.3.f 
Recognize and read grade-appropriate irregularly spelled words. 
Fluency: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.2.4 
Read with sufficient accuracy and fluency to support comprehension. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.2.4.a 
Read grade-level text with purpose and understanding. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.2.4.b 
Read grade-level text orally with accuracy, appropriate rate, and expression on successive 
readings. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.2.4.c 
Use context to confirm or self-correct word recognition and understanding, rereading as 
necessary. 
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English Language Arts Standards » Reading: Foundational Skills » Grade 3 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.3.3 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.3.4 
Phonics and Word Recognition: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.3.3 
Know and apply grade-level phonics and word analysis skills in decoding words. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.3.3.a 
Identify and know the meaning of the most common prefixes and derivational suffixes. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.3.3.b 
Decode words with common Latin suffixes. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.3.3.c 
Decode multisyllable words. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.3.3.d 
Read grade-appropriate irregularly spelled words. 
Fluency: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.3.4 
Read with sufficient accuracy and fluency to support comprehension. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.3.4.a 
Read grade-level text with purpose and understanding. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.3.4.b 
Read grade-level prose and poetry orally with accuracy, appropriate rate, and expression on 
successive readings. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.3.4.c 
Use context to confirm or self-correct word recognition and understanding, rereading as 
necessary. 
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English Language Arts Standards » Reading: Foundational Skills » Grade 4 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.4.3 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.4.4 
Phonics and Word Recognition: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.4.3 
Know and apply grade-level phonics and word analysis skills in decoding words. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.4.3.a 
Use combined knowledge of all letter-sound correspondences, syllabication patterns, and 
morphology (e.g., roots and affixes) to read accurately unfamiliar multisyllabic words in context 
and out of context. 
Fluency: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.4.4 
Read with sufficient accuracy and fluency to support comprehension. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.4.4.a 
Read grade-level text with purpose and understanding. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.4.4.b 
Read grade-level prose and poetry orally with accuracy, appropriate rate, and expression on 
successive readings. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.4.4.c 
Use context to confirm or self-correct word recognition and understanding, rereading as 
necessary 
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English Language Arts Standards » Reading: Foundational Skills » Grade 5 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.5.3 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.5.4 
Phonics and Word Recognition: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.5.3 
Know and apply grade-level phonics and word analysis skills in decoding words. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.5.3.a 
Use combined knowledge of all letter-sound correspondences, syllabication patterns, and 
morphology (e.g., roots and affixes) to read accurately unfamiliar multisyllabic words in context 
and out of context. 
Fluency: 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.5.4 
Read with sufficient accuracy and fluency to support comprehension. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.5.4.a 
Read grade-level text with purpose and understanding. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.5.4.b 
Read grade-level prose and poetry orally with accuracy, appropriate rate, and expression on 
successive readings. 
CCSS.ELA-Literacy.RF.5.4.c 
Use context to confirm or self-correct word recognition and understanding, rereading as 
necessary. 
 
 
